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PART U—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

«imT ^rraiiT # n*iii«4f (TifiT '3iTft ^ stSp^bt^ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than tl^ Ministry of Defence) 

ftftr ifmHit 

(Ihfhasnf ftmnr) 

'7^ 52007 

W.aiT. 3345.-^1^^1^, lltar 1973 (1974 ^ 2) ^ VRT 24 ^ (1) ^ 

^ fq, # wr# 3TR. ^ ^51^-3^ If w ^ "ziT ^ 1 Wt ■211 sro 

^ n^<F'«6 *hl, 3Pf?nf^ ‘^iTs^h 'Sftr siT^4> 

#T?TTFT3ft 3TR If 

'STT# Pi^nw 3TSrf^ #1H *iKn fW>^ <FRlf5T*T ^ <J)H< f^T^fTTcT 1^# 

^ <5^ "^PTRl^ If -1# nr<om TT^IPI 4^ 3i®ifV '% fon ^ 3pn^ 3iKjfl # 'j^tK #, 

STf^^^ofT If pi^aKi i+'ld) 

[■^7.1^9?. 23(2)/2007-^ir4«F] 
■C(*T. "SR ^^90, 4l'^eW 3^)7 9)I3lfpT 

MBMISIRY OF lAW AND JUSTICE 
(Department of L^al Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3345. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the Central Government hereby appoints of Shri Shahaji R. Shinde, Advocate as Additional 
Public Prosecutor for the purpose of conducting; all criminal cases including criminal writ petitions, criminal appeals, 
criminal revisions, criminal references and crimina! applications by or against the Union of India or any Department or Office 
of the Central Go\’emment, in the High Cburt of Judicature at Mumbai, with immediate effect for a period of three year or 
4569 01/2007 (9533) 
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untill further orders, whichever is earlier, subject to the condition that Shri Shahaji R. Shinde, Advocate shall not appear 
against the Union of India or any Department or Office of the Central Government in any criminal case referred to above in 
the High Court of Judicature at Mumbai during the period of his appointment. 

[F.No. 23(2)/2{X)7-Judl.] 
M. A- KHAN YUSUFI, Jt. Secy. & GC. 

16 2007 

■3RT,3IT. 1973 (1974 2) ^ 24 (l) ^ 

ch<d %Tr Tn?,' "4" TR TTRiR "SR 

‘4T fot^tt) 3ta4d «^lTs'=b fe 3TRt^, ^4^1 sffT 

^'t, ^ 3I%3R ^ ^ ^ % tJtlHdl ■'ft. WB", 3TR^ 

smt ^ ^TRcT TR ^ TrRTR ^ 'm cbNld4 ^ 

F RRf^ #4, FFR ^ ^ ^ FT 3TT^ FFT, ^ ^ ^ 

34fJ4M4v ^ ■^' t I 

[Utrqi. 23(2)/2007-RTfefT] 
TR. TT. 'W^> ^ RTSFirt FTT^ 

New Delhi, the 16th November, 2007 

S.O, 3346.—in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the Central Government hereby appoints of Smt. Hina P. Shah, Advocate as Additional Public 
Prosecutor for the purpose of conducting all criminal cases including criminal writ petitions, criminal appeals, criminal 
revisions, criminal references and criminal applications by or against the Union of India or any Department or Office of the 
Central Government, in the High Court of Judicature at Mumbai, with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, v/hichever is earlier, subject to the condition that Smt. Hina P. Shah, Advocate shall not appear against the 
Union of India or any Department or Office of the Central Government in any criminal case referred to above in the High 
Ci)Lirt of Judicature at Mumbai during the period of her appointment. 

[F.No.23(2)/2007-Judl.] 
M.A KHAN YUSUFI,.Jt. Secy. & GC. 


5 WF3, 2007 

FIT.3IT, 3347.-R#RFTTF FTT FTWRt F’ %tT, Ifd'fgO FF FTdT t FRTR ^ 3TFRF1WTTF#, 

l‘V-,2 (IRdfTF^TTF#) ^ 5F aflT 5F ^ FTF Ffed 3TTFFF 3TfFf^, 1961 (3^ 3TfFf^) FTT FR 35 FTT ■3F--FTF (l) 
'4^ ^sIT (ii) FFTFF^ f^FT^ 1-4-2001 FIT^IT F^H TTFsff Tpl^TcT FJt TTdf 

iT#T 3TTim; FF F Fd^FRTTR Ff FPft aT^WSFT FTF’ Fit ^ f^FT FFT t, FFfd:- 

(i) F^Hintd ‘ FR' FiT FTF cT^ ^^UpTFT F^FTF F^ ^ ^ 

(ii) 3^1 j,Hir<d TPTBF 7FF '^nfFFr 37^FTF FTT4 FiFTR '^JF' 

(iii) ^-i-iMlRd F^-MFT T#TT FFT FFF 3TfFfFFF FTt FRT 288 FTT ^-FRT (2) FR^tFTRl FFT FltFTf^ 

f«RTTT Ff STFdt J^dl-F^ F^ ^tsil FTTSiTT FFTRTT STR FFF ^ffFfdFF F>t FR 139 F>t 7R-FR (1) 34d4d STR Iqq<«il 

FRfd TRT F?r fdFd IMf cTFT "^^FTR ^[R fFfFFF FTFTfdd FF 6Kll8jfeT c4o(l RtSJT RmIcI *4ih< 4 "4* S^FTIFFTIT «5t4 ql<4 
STRFF 3TT^ ;^FFT 3TTFFR fFFTTFT Fit F.FFT I 

(iv) 3j^Hir<d FfUcid 3f^FR «4 IfR FTR FR FFT F^FF F% FiT 3iFTF IfFTF T^FT fIR FftSiTT 

frr^ ^ RTF im MfFF RcFTIfF Fit Ffd FT^d fRfT I 

2. F^ RTFR FF FTf^ R fIf FT^lfdd RTO :- 

iFT) %5TTR 1 ^^-%FTR (iii) F dPc^RsId im\ ^ F^’ R^FT; FTFFT 
(^) OOFI'R 1 ^ '3F-4flftlT (iii I F '^f^fed 3mt im\ Fft^ F^ F#' FtIfT; 3TFFT 
(F) ^FFTF7 1 ^FF-'^FFTF^ (iv) F Ffc^fed arjRFH ^ FTFT FF F^ FH FH 3TFdT fdcIfF 

F^gd F^' FFFT; 
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('^) Sin'll ST3^TVR ^ ■^’TT SfSRl 3T^tTR 'SFPf ■'TFTT RT^HT; 3T®r^ 

(:5.) ^ ^ 5n 3fk.5^ ^ m ^ -3^ Srf«lf^nm ^ «1RT 35 ^ ^-«IRT (1) ^ 

O-S (ii) ^ ^ 'nH* sVil cWI MW*! niH nf»^^iil 

[U 269/2007m ^ 203/32/2004-3n.^.t^.-II] 

(sn. t^.-ii) 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Departnieiitof Revenue) 

CENIT^ BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 
New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3347. —It is hereby notified fo r gener^ information that the organization Sardar Patel Renewable Energy 
fiLesearch Institute, Giyurat has been appro^^ed by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) 
of Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5D of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) 
with effect from 1-4-2001 in the category of 'Scientific research association' subject to the following conditions, 
n;amely:— 

1. (i) The sole objective of the approved 'scientific research association' shall be to undertake scientific research; 

(ii) I'he approved organization shall cany on the scientific research activity by itself; 

(iii) 'The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
d(jfined in the explanation to Sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit duly signed 
and verified by such accountant to the Conmii ssioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having jurisdiction over 
thie case, by thie due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) llie approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of audit referred 
to above. 

2. The Central Government shall vnthdraw the approval if the approved organization;- 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and amounts applied for scientific research referred 
to in sub-paragraph (iv) of j^aragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to exmform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
the said Act read with rules 5C and 5D of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 269/2007/F.No. 203/32/2004/rrA-II] 

RENU JAUHRI, Director (TTA-II) 

5 2007 

^.3Tr. ^ ^ ^ tel RRIT t ^ 

1962 (TR^^TRTT^) ^ Sn afh’5^. ^ ^ 1%1 (W aiftjfWT) ^ VRT 35 ^ 

(1) (ii) 11-4-2006 ^ ^ ^ PlHPdfeld ?T?[f ^ 

3Tff^ 4>l44>cdNT '3RT WOT' ^ M RTT t, 

1. (i) 'HUO'l 31^ Tlf^ 313^[ehm ’sii^h ; , 

(ii) ^ simi ^ ^ ^ 

(iii) hot OTH 288 OTt-JT-tRI (2) '% HOT M^OTf^d 

^tsl l >hK il OTt ^ ^ ^ OTt HHl 139 ( 1) ^ STTH 

HOT 'm Wrh wotIhh tr ^ s^hotk w 

^HHOTT 3THOT OTHHR PH^J^TOT 3RgH 

(iv) 31341% %TfHOT 3I34OTH ^ ^ 3IM ^ HOT 17% OTl mn 3^ ^ HltOT 

^ ^ ■ROTftH OTt IIIH 3% OT^I 

2. WOTR 'OTpR ^ Hf^ 3T34l% 

(OT) %TOT 1 ^ (iii) 4'H%feH H# 3THOT 
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(^) 1 ^(iii) 3 t«7^ 

(■n) 1 ^ (iv) 4' <tr^rte(d ^ 3IT^ ^ ^ f^gRtJT 

TR^ 3T*I^ 

(^) 3hhHI «t>l4 4*^ 'bi 4'll ■3 T*hoh 3T5H^IFT «t)l4 'Jll*('*1 'I 5 I 

is .) -3^ rH^HWd) ^ S'n 3^k 5^. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 35 ^ (1)^7^ 

(ii) IJftqfell'll 3T5^ cfSIT <i'i<=bi WH "3^ 

[^TffeRJ^U 268/2007/^. t. 203/82/2007-3TT.^.1^.-II] 

fH^VIch (3TT. 1^.-II) 


New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3348. —It is hereby notified for general information that the organization The Baba Jaswant Singh Trust, 
New Delhi has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules), with effect from 
1-4-2006 in the category of ‘other institution*, partly engaged in research activities subject lo the following conditions, 
namely:— 

1. (i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(lii) The approved organization shall maintain books of account and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit refened to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of account referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and sums applied for scientific research refened to in sub- 
paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the said 
Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 268/2007/F. No. 203/82/2007/ITA-II] 
RENU JAUHRI, Director (ITA-II) 


^ 5 2007 

^.3ir,. 3349.-^R^7irarn>T ^ ■orRSBr^ ^ ^ i ^ 

1962 5^. 1961 ("3^ ^ «fRT 35 ^ 

■3q«im (1)^7^ (ii) %Nir 1 -4-2007 ^ 7^ ^ PHHfirlRad 

^ ^ 3Tff^ ^ ^ ^ ‘ 3^7 ^ ^ w i, 3T«rfii;:- 

1. (i) ^wiW 3TfRfeiFT ^fen ; 

(ii) SfjqlRd ^ 1f?7=4f ^ ^ 

(iii) WSf 7T«tT 3^ 3Tft?fWT ^ feTRT 288 ^ (2) ^ ^ 

ftRft ^ 3^k ■ 3 ^ ^ feTRI 139 ^ 37T-«fRT ( 1 ) ^ 3T?nf^l STR 

^ ^ fro ^ imm PRT yrmPTd 7^ im lTTt^ ^ 

3TT^ 3TCr3fT ^ I 

(iv) #13R ^ ^ TT^TT 37^ Tjf^ ^ 31^ 7^ 3^^ 39 j«W ^ 

^ m im ^ fItctTnT ^ I 
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2. ^ 3g*i^ ^ipRT ^ 3?5Rtf^ #T3R :- 

1 ^(iii) *nfr 3 ^stoI 

(■®) ^<!iim> 1 ^ 'a^-'^raFP (Ui) df^Hsid sjrrft 3R^ sr^rar 

(^) 1 ^■3:<?“^iTrjjn> (iv) ^ 4fHiRad fc^w 

3Rgfl m-m 

('«?) srm 3T3WH ^ ^ ^ ^ 3T«M 3T5?TVH ^ ‘Sfl^ ^ W 'Sn^m; 3T«r^ 

(^)-3^ ^ I^TTO 5^ 3?!^ SS" ^ ^ ^ srfMPPW ^ «TRI 35 ^ (1) ^ ^ (ii) 

3n?l^ ^ 313^1? "1^ TWT ■35RFIWT ^ I 

(3n. t5T.-II) 

[3rfi^^^^. 267/2007m. 203/26/2007-311^.1^-II] 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3349.—It is hereby notified for general information that the organization Institute of Pulmocare and Research, 
Kolkata has; been approved by the Central (jovemment for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub>section (1) of Section 35 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read witlt Rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with efiect from 
1-4-2007 in the cate^ry of 'other institution’, partly engaged in research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

(j^ The sums paid to the api»oved. organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(u) The approved organization sliall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by suc^h accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Inedme-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit refened to above. 

2. The l:>ntral Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization;— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit re][)ort referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to 
in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and <X)mply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 267/2007/F. No. 203/26/2007/ITA-lI] 
RENU J AUHRI, Director (TTA-II) 

^[5#, 13 2007 

W.3ir. 3350 .-<h4^I^I<U| ^ ^ 1^ m 3lfl{^f^ 1%^ t 1^ ^ Wi 31PI^ 

1962 (^ ^ ^ 3ngm 3Tfa^, 1961 ^ 

•3R-^ (1) ^ ^ (ii) ^ y41'sm41^^ 1-4-2003 ^ ^nT3^ ^ PtHp^rtsid ^ ^ 

3T^ 3rfftT^ ^ 3I3HKIF 3P1TTWT ^ M 3I3RH^ W t, 

(i) 3l3Mil4d RJiWH TlfifT '^>1 3T3^itiFr ^ 1^ 'aiiH.Mi ; 

(u) 313*^3iti^ ^ ^ 

3T3RtIB-4 3?3Rt?B ; 

(iii) 3<3R if^ ^ToaR R^-Tsmr twt ^ 3iftijfm rjI «tm 288 rjI ( 2 ) ^ w 

t^RI 139 ( 1 ) ^ siipfcT 
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^ 3TTTO: 3TT5^ 3T«T^ 31Fm PH^Vf^ ^ '51^ I 
(iv) 3T5H«1R cT^lT 1?^ TlfTT ^ 3im TT^rn 

^ ■#81^ Pdcliui ^ 3ff^ 3^^ I 

2 . 't>'S\ ^<=M< 345*11^ qipH^H ^ c^ "^rf^ ^IhII^ci :— 

(^) ^<iyiH> I '3^-^<.ii<i‘+> (iii) ■^' iRrtilisici c^<ai qel "^1^ «^M!; 

(15) 1 ^ (iii) -Ht^TTfecT 3PrTt •^* 3T«T5T 

(^) 'teirr 1 ^ (iv) 3T^‘?1PT ^%q;3TRT 115 ^ 551 3TW 

'=h),Mi; 3T?T5T 

(^) 3mT 3T^^R ^ ^ 3T«|QfT ^ ^fFRT WIT ' ^R ?!!; 3T«M 

(^) P'liiHiqcil ^ 5"^ 3lk 5^ ^ TTT^T ■qfelT W 57t %TRT 35 5ft '3R-%?RT (1) ^ 1^ (ii) ^ 

^ 3T5?rq I 

273 / 2007 /RT. U 203/19/2005-31T.^.f^.-II] 
RR, 31^ 

New Delhi, the 13th November, 2007 

S.O, 3350. —It is hereby notified for general information that the organization Indian Register of Shipping, 
Miimbai has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub*section (1) of Section 35 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with effect from 
l-4'2003 in the category of ‘other institution’ , partly engaged in research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely :— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and gel such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to th^Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement 01 donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to in 
sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities arc not lound to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 


[Notification No. 273/2007/F. No. 203/19/2005/ITA-Il] 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 
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16 2007 


WvSIT. 33S1. - ^ ^ I ^K^ I ^ ^ kd\SIO *21^ 1^ W t 1^ ^ '??53JK ^ 31Fm 

1%2 (-3^ fjfEWT^) ^ fm 5^ 3^1^ 5^ ^ ^ T;%?r 3^F1^ aPrfviSFUT, 1961 (w ^ *mr 35 ^ 

3^-«nTr (1) (ii) 1-4-2004 i(m^ ^vwm xwiii) ^rnwRiRa^ 

3T^ 3(15?T^ 4>Rfg F ^ I MT ^ *3RT '^TWI* ^ M ^ tot W^, ;- 

(i) 31:^H)r<d ^ 313^^ "m' ^ •qPT W ^ ^ ^ 

(ii) 3<iHlRicl #13^! ^ aq^^r^lH <6l44»MlM ^ 

(iii) TETHB^ cT«lT -3^ ^ «IRr 288 ^-^fRT (2) ^ Wet^R^ W 

MR ^ i ifira ^ ^ *b<m*ii -3^ ^ «iRr 139 ^ 

’3q-«IRr (1) ^ 3Tg[% 3TP1 ^ fm W^i Tra? •# <ir^^W< T^‘ 

^WI^yRd 3TPI^ 3Tig^- 3TPf^ ^ 31^ I 

(iv) 3 i5*i1Ro '?PT33 ^^liPl*!) 3PpJ?f^R ^ Riv. 5iiKt tf^n S'^<w Tfftr ^ 1«ici<vr «^«(i ^h^4?T q^oi 


2. ^rft #T33 ;- 

(^) Amv^ 1 (iii) ^ #gr Wlf t ^ ?#TT; 3T«raT 

( ®) 1 ^■3q-^0UI9i (iii) ^ ^rc^fe R l 3P# ^ '9ttggT il^ "3^ 31*1^ 

Cn) ^<ii4{‘f> 1 ■^■3 ^“^<i«Ihi (iv) '^^Twf^ri ^;Eirt^«h Miyi 1^ M^«tn <\i*i ^ ^ihii (qq<«t 

3T«raT 

C^) Shhii ehi4 ^<41 31*1^‘♦il4 '4l*l'*l *1^ 41<41 '“110,^J ®l«iofl 

(^) -3^ rn^JHIcHrll ^^mSTf 3^tr5 -S. ^T3T«TTTf^'35m3lf^#m^ «rRT‘35 ^■3q-«IRI (1) (ii) 

^ MI®I^|41 ^ 4^ ^l'*H d’t'hl Mf^'l «tiVll I 


[Slf^^u 275/2007mU 203/33/2006-3lT.^.fT.-II] 


N ew Delhi, the 16th November, 2007 

S.O. 3351.—It is hereby notified fc»r general information that the organization National Institute of Immunology, 
I'lew Delhi has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5 C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with effect from 
1-4-2004 in the category of ‘other institution’, partly engaged in research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved t)rganization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 


0ii) The approved organization shal l maintam books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defin^ in the explanation to sufc-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish die repmt ctf such audit 
cluly signed and verified by such accountant to the Gommissaoner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shah maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accon^any the report of 
audit referred to above. 


2. The Omtral Government shall withdraiw the approval if the approved organization;— 

(a) fails to maintam books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or . , 

(c) f ails to furnish its statement of donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iv) of para^aph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to aiKl comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the said 
Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 275/2007/F. No. 203/33/2006/ITA-II] 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 
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2007 

^.3Tr, ^ ^ ^ -sricn i ^ m 

1962 ^ 5^ 3lk 5S. ^ ^ 1961 ^ *51^135 ^'3^-«ITO (1) 

^m(u) 1 -4-2002 ^ ^ ^ ^ 3im 

'U 3Tff^ T^‘ ^ ^ 1^ 'W t, 

(i) ST^ptf^ [O'! ^ y^Ti TlIVl ^ ^?nfrT^ 3?^?TVH fciQ, 'Jiiy.'fi ; 

(ii) W«h]*< 3T*I^ 3T^ *ff^H 

(iii) ^-Wl T#1T cT«TT ^ liIRT 288 ^q-^lRr (2) ^ W 

^ 3PHt ^rrni-^ ^ sik ^ ^ istri i39 ^ ■siT-^fRr (i) ^ ^ffpfcr 

3TR f^cRtifl- iRg?! ri<<a 1?rf^ fRi c^lsHefiK ^KT •^rqiFfn UmV 

^^5flrf^«hK 31l^«b< 3TT^cfcT 3^8!?^ ■3TFR5T ^ JI^<1 

(iv) Sl^saVH ^ 1^ ■giRT ^ Tlf^ ^ 31RTT r*^ct<ui 

<11^ c^Qi M'O^R)' $ki ^rfyci6 Hc^nfw yfci y^?i 

Z ^ 31^<=1 -enfro ^ -^Tf^ 

(■^) ^I9> 1 ^ ■3TT-'^^mTO (iii) "cirwifed ^ ^ ^ ^TS^T 
(■^) 1 ^ 3TT-^<r?n»6 (iii) iPcrdfeld 1^ 

Cn) 1 ^ (iv) 4 ^51lfieb 3I^‘?R ^ ^ tt ^ ^ 3^1 PsloKui 

y^^fl 3T«1^ 

(■R) bin’ll ^14 ^<*11 ^ 3T*lRr §<rl®b "^iFj ^ 'TRT 'Jll'<'fl; 318?^ 

(T.) ^ ^ fjRR 5*T 3lW 5T. SlfqfWT^ «IRr35 ^^q-SIRT (1) (ii) 

3i^<«vh mi<?H 

[3lf«RJ^^. 274/2007m U 203/43/2006-311.^1%.-II] 

W, 3ieR 


New Delhi, the 16th November, 2007 

S.O. 3352.—It is hereby notified for general information that the organization The South India Textile Research 
Association, Coimbatore has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5D of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with 
effect from 1-4-2002 in the category of ‘scientific research association’ subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

(i) The sole objective of the approved ‘scientific research association’ shall be to undertake scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry on the scientific research activity by itself; 

(iii) Tbe approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) Tbe approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report refened to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and amounts applied for scientific research referred to 
in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
said Act read with rules 5C and 5D of the said Rules. 

[Notificau'on No. 274/2007/F. No. 203/43/2006/ITA-II] 
SURENDER PAL,Under Secy. 
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[«lirn U—3(u)] ^ TTsrq^ : 24, 2007/3fra?Pm 3, 1929 


W^OT Pw'iKB »WtM« 

^ , 15 *1 *(*'“«, 2007 

^,3?T, 12-10-2007^ 

T?-28015/2007Ai*TRMf^ '4tii/3TM3nimn./886 
^ 3Tffw ST^TFinT -RFl^ ^ tN^RT 

^ ^ 3Rf^2J>R afrf^f^R, 2005 "% 

^ ^ ■#. ^4!imw4, 's^ -Rfi^sT Prq^pp ^ 

StRf^ f 3TRtcf^ TJlftiraJRt 

I 

^ sfh "Pr^fR? MCll S4 jR ^ ;— 

^ TTgl^ai t^TEnr^F 

'EfflT : 

■|^ Wdfl, "HRl 
•f^RRRfr, 

7^* m, 'TOR, 

"Rife, 10003 

^JCRTR 24624614 U 24624614 

3iraT#ETxrar: 

18 , , 

1 

^JRTR'^L 26253273 

[■53. T5-28015/2007/Ei Rce T >#4) q/ 3BR^3n^/m 3 
3?Re;T ?Rrf, ^IFTRJF f^43«F 

(D^paitoimt (tf£bqiem]il^ 

OFHCE OF CONTROLLER GENER/U- OF 

Accouisrrs 

N(5 w Delhi, the 15th November, ^07 

S.O. 3353.—^In partial supersession of this office 
Notification No. A-28015/2007/MFCGA/RTI/Admn. 887 
dated 12-10-2(X)7, Controller General of Accounts has 
designated Smt. Renu C De^pande, Dy. Controller General 
of Accounts as the Central Public Information Officer 
(CPIO) for tlie purpose of Right to Information Act, 2005 in 
respect of tlie Office of Controller General of Accounts. 
Smt. Sonali Singh, Jt. Controller General of Accounts will 
continue to be the .^ipellate Authority. 

The office and residential address of Smt. C. 
Deshpande, CPIO is as under:— 

Smt. Renu C Deshpande, Dy. ControHer General of 
Accounts 


Office Address:— 

MiniAry of Finance 
Department of Expenditure 
Controller General of Accounts 
7 th Floor, Lok Nayak Bhawan 
Khan Market, New Dellu-l10003 
TeL No. 246246141^ No. 24624614 

Residential Address:— 

W-18, HUDCO Palace Extension, 

Andrews Ganj, 

New Delhi. 

TeL No. 26253273 

[ISfo. A-28015/2007/MFCGA/RTI/Admn.] 
ARUN SHARMA, Asstt. Controller 
General of Accounts 

afiT 3RRTRT it^rm 

r| 5 R^, 2007 

W.3ir. 3354.-^ RSnRR R^t f^RTRT 6 2007 R^t 

arfR^RRi ^ ■^f afir (strirr) 

ftRRlRcft, 1983 ^ fpm 7 ^ 8 ^ ■RI«T Rf^ 

1952 (l952R;T37)R5tRro5R5tRR-Rro(l)^ 
3RR R>T RRFI RJT^ RTRiR R?RiI^ RRTR ^ ^ 

Tpjf R?t aiRf^ ^ RT an^ RR>, Rit ^ 

iRi^ RRm ^ ^ -giR^ ^ ^ RRFI ^ ^ 

^ Ir^W RRcit t ;- 

(1) 3??ftRr 

19, ^f^RTR, R^ R)(Rf^R ^ fRR^^ 

ixs, (\), *n^, R?Rn? i 

(2) #nR RPlklR RHJR#, 

1?IRW RRT, 133^-365, "^fRRR ^RI^nRR 1^, 

^*r|-400036 I 

(3) RRt^ RRm Rlt^, 

■^-1/701, tertUnR> Rl^, 3TT^ RRT, 

^ (R)-400607 1 

809/4/2007-R[^C#)] 
^RRhri f%IR> (fRi?R) 
MINISTTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCAfTTING 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3354.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 6th August, 2007 and in 
exerdse of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Qnematograph (Certification) Rules, 
1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint the 
following persons as members of the Mumbai advisory 
panel of the Central Board of Film Certification with 
imihediate effect for a period of two years or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier:— 

(1) Shri Ashok Shevde, 

19, Muktidham, Near Suyog Mangal Karyalaya, 

Tilak Road, Dombivli (E), Distt. Thane, Maharashtra. 
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(2) Shri Sopan Nagorao Kamble, 

Simla Nagar, DX-365, Nepean Sea Road, , 

Malabar Hill, Mumbai-4(X)036 

(3) Shri Manoj Prabhakar Wadekar 

B-1/701, Swastik Park, Azad Nagar, 

Ghodbundar Road, Thane (W)-400 607. 

[F.No.809/4/2007-F(Q] 
SANGEETASINGH, Director (Films) 

6 2007 

W.3IT. 3355.-T5T ^ 6 2007 

^ ^ ■4’ sfk (ym^H) 

1983 ^ 7 W 8 ^ ’^TTS? 

1952 (1952 ^ 37) ^ VRI 5 ^ ^-VRI (1) 
'm ^ -3^ 

^ 31^ ^ ^ ^ ^ %TT 

3T*r^ ^ PijHI Whi^n ^ 

<rI^I5<tiK ^*101 ^ ^ ^ ?Rt HcJM, 

125, WFK ^ Tmn ^ ten. ^ 

Pi^cKi eh<n1 ^ 1 

[^. n 809/4/2007-'q^(#)] 

(f^) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 

S.O. 3355.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 6th August, 2007 and 
in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the C’inematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Shri Zameerkhan J. Pathan, 125, Rang Av^hut Society, Near 
Ramnagar Char Rasta, Rander Road, Surat, Gujarat as 
member of the Mumbai advisory panel of the Central Board 
of Film Certification with immediate effect for a period of 
two years or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F.No. 809 / 4 / 2007 -F(q 
SANGEETA SLNGH, Director (Films) 

6 -=1^, 2007 

^.3?r. 3356.-IH ^161*1 ^ 31 ^=1^, 2007 ^ 

^ 3^53JTT (Trim) 

f^, 1983 ^ 7 8 ^ ■^TT«T 

3Tftif^, 1952 (1952 37) ^ riRT 5 ^ ^-riRT (1) 

^ 3Ktf ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ %Ti 3W5n 

3FR^ 3T1^7ff ^ ^ f^xTH ^ 

^ ^ ^ eh<.n1:- 

1. 14-98, 

§40414-500047 ! 


1 •9^u 205, 

^ ^ =hT(rtl4l, Rl«=h'40414-500080 i 

[mu 809/I/2007-'q9f(#)] 

uto fe, (f^) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 
S.O. 3356. —In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 31st May, 2007 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
the following persons as members of the Hyderabad 
advisory panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier:— 

(1) Shri B. Franky Roy, 14-98, Old Mirjalguda, 
Malkajgiri, Ranga Reddy District, 
Hyderabad-500047. 

(2) Shri A. Venkat Swamy, Flat No. 205, Lotus View 
Apartment, Jai Nagar Colony, New Bhoiguda, 
Secunderabad-500080. 

[F.No. 809/l/2007-F(C] 
SANGEETASINGH, Director (Films) 

6 2007 

W.31T. 3357.H4Ic4<4 ^ 13 2007 

^ 3i|ri ( ShIum ) 

fpm, 1983 ^ fpm 7 ^«TT 8 ^ UT8T 
3ri<lPm, 1952 (1952 m 37) ^ VRT 5 ^ (1) 

gRI 3(^ ViPWijy m 3PTbT ^ ^ UtsPH pHnn^fisIcl 
^ no=bl^ ^ 3iT^f^ ^ 3^*1^ 

3PT^ 3TT^’ ^ rit >RPH ^ ^ 

fldie+K ^ ^ ^ rif t :- 

1 . 

X 'frcftmc Isdn, 

U 502, tJdiiUl 3PTT#^ 

7/88, (^ift.) I 

[m. U 809/7/2007-■p^(#)] 
TFltm fe, (f^) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 

S.O. 3357. —In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 13 th September, 2007 
and in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(1) of Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 
1952) read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph 
(Certification) Rules, 1983 the Central Government is 
pleased to appoint the following persons as members of 
the Delhi Advisory Panel of the Central Board of Film 
Certification with immediate effect for a period of two 
years or until further orders, whichever is earlier :— 
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(1) Ms. Reeta Khatri, 

Mohalla Bazaza, Distt. Faizabad (UP)- 

(2) Smt. Niloufar Khan, 

House No. 502, Eldorado ^^>artments, 

7/88, Tilak Nagar, Kanpur (UP). 

[F.No. 809/'?/2007-F(C)] 
SANGEETASINGH, Director (Films) , 

WTT afN" ^JEHT 

(ftiwn) 

^ 14 2007 

3358.-TnWM (^ ^ 

1976^f^-10^'3RfWT (4)^^i41<«l 
si«f> ^ ^ 80 

ch4^Kl r Cgq 4>4ToR4f ^ ^ 

^iTURWI W ^THT : 

1. 31 ). oRFlfcT^ «t>)<n«hiai -700001 

2. ''3i'i<crt, ^fSiPn^ «h nIci700012 

3. -SRr^ *'td4>!dl-700001 

4. <t>ldchldl-700001 

[•R 11017-l,'2007-71.«n.] 

(^IMH T?3 ) 

MINISriKY OFCX)MMUNICAnONS AND 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
(Department of Ports) 

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2(X>7 

S.O. 3358.—In pursuance of Rule 10 (4) of the 
Official Language (use for official purposes cf the Unidn) 
Rule 1976, the Central Government hereby notiEes the 
following Subordinate Offices of the Department of Posts 
where 80 percent staff has acquired the working knowledge 
of Hindi:— 

SI. No. Name of Office 
1. Manag;er, R.L.O. Kolkata-7(KXX)l 

2 Postmaster General O/o South Bengal Region- 

700012 

3. Director, Office ’ of the Foreign Posts, 
KDlkata-700001 

4. Office of the Supdt. Postal Store Depot, 
KDlkata-700002 

[No. 11017-1/2007-OL] 

S.K.CHAl!CRABARn, 
Dy. Director General (Estt. & OL) 

M 14 2007 

■gBT.air. 3359.—tN'HI«(l ^ 

^"t^TFlRT) 1976'^f^-10'^'3RRRPT(4)'^3q3?Tm 
4 Sl<») ^ «hNlci<iF ^ 80 

•srf^ =b4^Rl (■gR •R cb4T|(R4f ^ ^ 

-SIT^ ^ t, stRrjI^ t I 


^-180001 

3. 3T4l^,'5Rr^ 4SR,^3r»i-180012 
4 ' 51 ^ im ^ ^ 5^^7180012 

5. 4 I 4m< irepj^, 3^m^-i82ioi 

6 . 3<W5t:-182121 

7. "SR 4I4M<, 31^, 'SW ^-182311 

8. 7TWR "SR 31^, ^5^^3^-182122 

9. ^i|l^ld4>'5R 4I4W<, ^5^IR3T3refe,'5tFT33-184144 

[U 11017-l/2007-7l*rr.] 
K 'q?6<?'dT, "SR (R^IT'FIT Tl^RTTRT) 

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2007 

S.O. 3359.—In pursuance of Rule 10 (4) of the 
Official Language (use for official purposes of the Union) 
Rule 1976, the C^tral Government hereby notifies the 
following Subordinate Offices of the Department of Posts 
where 80 percent staff has acquired the working knowledge 
of Hindi:— 

SI. No. Name of Office 

1. O/o Chief Postmaster General, 

J & K Circle, 

Jammu-180001 

2 O/o Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Jammu Division, 

Jamniu-18(X)15 

3. Superintendent Stores Depot, 

Jamnui-18(X)12 

4. Director Postal Accounts, 

Rail Head, Jammu-l80012 

5. Superintendent of Post Office, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhaii^ur-182101 

d Sub Post Office Garhi, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhan^)ur-182121 

7. Sub Post Office Riasi, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhaii^ur-182311 

8. Sub Post Office Ramnagar, 

Udhan^ur Divirton, 

Udhanq)ur-182l^ 

9. Sub Post Office Dyalachak, 

Udhampur Division, 

U(lhanq)ur-l84144 

[No. 11017-1/2007-OL] 
S.K.CHAKRABARTI, 
Dy. Director General (Estt, & OL) 
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( ay*A«wi ) 

^ 19 •=TgWR, 2007 

aaeo.-iiRnt^T ^ fwi i987 ^ 7 ^ (i) ^ ^ ^ 




3Wft 


ITR 

K 

SlkTlH^ 

■R^ RKdlq RPT^ SKI 3ird*fRd 

3Tq^ -RRqj^, -qf^ 

^ ^ 3lk 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

14457 : 2007 3T1^ ^ 3^ 8122 : 2003 
3TW|:^ ■sqm 

(R^r 

3TTf 14457 : 1997/ 

3TlfTQ[?T 33^ 8122 : 1988 

fttdioK 2007 

7 

^ 15760 (RFI 1) : 2007 30^ ^ 3Tt 

11677-1 : 1994 3^ 

^ ^ ^ ^F7T^ ^ 31^ 

3TPTIR ‘RPT 1 ■?Tt-3?T45K ^ "ftm ^ 


fedM< 2007 

3 

3TT^F:F 15761 (RFl 1) : 2007 3TT^ ^ 31^ 
96-1 : 1992 R!?M 3^ '^1^iq«f?fq— 

frq 3|[^ tm ■'F^R fcm, Itr 3|[^ 

RTR 1 d-tsh ^M^®W ^'=d< 


2007 


HMchl xfn4f ^Ka1<^ 9 <s»ei^< Tn?" ^HTiT iTpf^ Rc^l-110 002, sHN "^IFlfeR^ 

4>ld4.ld!, TT«1T 37F*T^I^, ^jW<i1, ^4<I4K, 

^3R^, 4>H5?:, -^TFr^, "q^^TT, ^ f I 

25] 

(43u.<W4l) 

MINISTRY OFCONSUMERAFT’AIRS,FOOD AND PDJ5UC omTOBUnON 
(Department of Consumer Al&irs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 19th November, 2007 

C.*^. 3^#>0.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No & year of Indian Standards, 

Date of Est ablished 

No. 

Established 

if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


(1) 

(2) 

© 

1 

1 i 
1 

1 

(4) 

1 

IS 14457:2007/ISO 8122:2003 Textiles 
Machinery “Knitting Machmes-Numbci of 
Needless for circular Knitting Machines of 
large nominal diameter (First Revision) 

IS 14457:1997/ISO 8122:1988 

September, 2007 








iw\ 3(ii)] 
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(1)_0_© (4) 

2 IS 15760(Partl):2007/ISO 116774; 1994 
Tejctiles Machinery and Accessories-^ 

Main Dimensions of Flat Steel Heelds with 
Open End Loops Part 1 C-Shaped End Loops 

3 IS 15761 (Part 1): 2007/1SO 96-1:1992 Textdes 
Machinery and Accessories—^Rings 
and Travellers for Ring Spinning and Ring 
Doubling Frames Part 1 T-Rings and their 
Appropriate travellers 

Copies of these Standards are avjulable for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-llO 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata^Chandigarh, Chennaf, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offic^es: Ahmedabad, Bandore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Na^nir, 
Patna. Pune, Thimvananthapuram. 

[Ref;TXD/G-25] 
M. S. VERMA, Director & Head (Textiles) 

19^^1^,2007 

T^iT.arr. ^ 1987 ^ 7 ^ (1) ’^ ^ (^) ^ 






3^ 3Rcft3 3H^^ 3iRl*fRd 3Kdl*JI 
313^ 3T«I3I 3p\ 3!^ 3Jt 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

3 

3tT^ RH 3141 ; 2007 ^ 

^ RiR 3iioR<t> ♦iict- 

l5[f^ (^*3#^) 

3n| 3^13141 :1983 

31 313^, 2007 

2 

RH 4478 : 2007 8147 : 1995 

■^RT 3|R 3^- 

3n| 3^14478 ; 1992 

30 2007 

3 

aril^ RH 12159 : 2007 ^ mR-4I<HH 

^ 4i) Sfli'hcn M,&fn 

3^OT) 

30^3^112159 : 1987 

30 2007 

4 

30^ 353 13391 : 2007/3^1^ 3?T 3lt 6813 ; 1998 

(3^ 3^^) 

3nf35113391 : 1992 

30 2007 

5 

33^ 33 14511 ( 3R 1) : 2007/23^ 33 ^ 
8984-1 : 1993 ^5^ i^- f^R ^ 

3FT 1 alR 

3nf 3^114511 : 1998 

30 Rld«R, 2007 


3lf^ T7rT4> ’m, 9 W RPf, M 10002, 

4>’^d4) l dl , ’duS>l<8, lT«n ■?TF3r 

’TPr^^, ^ 1 T« 1 T ^ t 1 


September2007 


September2007 
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New Delhi, the 19th November, 2007 

S.0.3361.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

( 1 ^ 

1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


No. Year and title of the Indian Standards No. and year of Indian Standards, 

Established if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


IS 3141 2007 Starter motors for internal IS3141:1983 

combustion engines used for automotive 
and other applications-Specification 
(Second revision) 

IS 4478:2007/ISO 8147; 1995 Ships and IS 4478:1992 

marine structures-Derrick rigs and conponent 
parts—^Vocabulary (Second revision) 

IS 12159; 2007 Method of evaluation of accuracy IS 12159:1987 
of parameters of steering geometry of automotive 
vehicles (First revision) 


IS 13391:2007/ISO 6813 :1998 Road vehicles- IS 13391:1992 
Collision classification—^Terminology 
(First revision) 

IS 14511 iTart 1): 2007/ISO 8984-1:1993 Diesel IS 1,4511:1998 
engines—Testing of fuel injectors Part 1 Hand- 
lever-operated testing and setting apparatus 
(Krst revision) 


Date of Established 


(4) 

31 Oct., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


Copies of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:TED/G-16] 

RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist F & Head (Transport Engg.) 


if 19 1^, 2007 


W.air. 3362.-lRrft^ (WTl) 1988 (5) (6) ^ ^ 

^n«v^SKi eh<.ni ^ if ^ HT ^ 


inr 



TOtl Ulli ITT 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

7012547 

Hid (f) 

f“7, '4,'H 3fflf ^ 

3^11^^-431133 

imr 8783 (im 4/31^ l) : 1995 

lFT-4 : 

03-10-2007 
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1 2 

3 

4 5 

2 73399:83 

w i i) 

44I3|R-431133 

RWr 694 :1990 03-10-2007 

1100 allT ^ 

13:13] 




New Delhi, the 19th November,2007 

S.O. 3362,—In pursuancde of sub-iegiilation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau Indian Standartte (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulsus of which are given below 
tiave been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each. 

SCHBCULE 


SI. No Licence No, 

Name and Address <3f the 
licensee 

Article/Process with rele\^t 

Indian Standards covered by 
the licence cancelled 

Date of cancellation 

1 7012547 

Bharat Insulations Con^)any 
(I)UdE-7,MIDC 

Waluj 

Aurangabad-431133 

IS 8783 (Part 4/Sec 1): 1995 

Winding Wires for Submerable 
Motors-Part 4: Specification for 
Individual Wires-Section 1: HR 
PVC Insulated Wires 

3-10-2007 

2 7339963 

Bharat Insulations (>mq^y 
(I)LtdE-7,MIDC 

Wahq 

Aurangabad-431133: 

IS694:1990 

PVC insulated cables for working 
voltages iip to and including 1100 V 

34G-20G7 


[No.CMD/13:13] 


A. K. TALWAR, Dy. Director G^ral (Marks) 


Tbpnr 

M 25 atr^, 2007 

3363.—1947 (1947 
■SFT14) ^ ^IIRT17 ^ ^ 

^ M'»i4>T ^ 4.44>kT <% 

■t 2, <1^ (IsM 2/53/2001) ^ TRviftm 

^ 25-10-2007 TORT fSTT «1TI 

[U T^-11012/15/2001-afir^ 3IR (4-1) ] 
4f ■aram, ^ 

MENISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMFLO^VfEVr 
I4ew Delhi, the 25th October, 2007 

S.O. 2(363.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/53/ 
2001) of th(; Central Government Industrial Tribunal-II, 
Mun^ai now as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
managemenl: of Air India and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 25-10-2007. 

[No. H1012/15/200MR(C-1)] 

SNEH LATA JAWAS , Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

nEK>RE THE CSNnUL GOVEIB#1£NT 
INDUSnOM.'nHBUNAL N0.2,MUMBM 

PRESENT: 

AA. LAIl^ FresiAi^ (Mficer 
REPERENCENo.CG]T-2/53OF2e01 
Eki^pioyerB in nJafion to the IVfonageoMi^ i^AirliMfia 
Limited 

Establishment Division, 

H.R.D,D^»arfment, Old Airport, 

Santaouz (East), Mtind)ai-4(X) 029 

—1st Party 

And th^ WcHrfciiaen 

Anil Kumar Mayjibhai Solanld, 

Laoder, Staff No. 44300, 

^lantinagar, Qiawl No. 29/3, 

Sane Guruji Road, Mahalaxmi, 

Mumbai-40n011. —2ndParty 

AEfE^ytANOE; 

FORTHEEMPI OYER Mr. L. L. D' Souza, 

Representative. 

FORTHE WORKMEN Mr. Ashok Shetty & 

Mrs. P. A. Shetty, 
Advocates, 
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Dated : 6th September, 2007 

AWARD! 

The matrix of the facts as called out from the 
proceedings are as under : 

2. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-11012/15/2001-C-l dated 27the April, 2001 
in pxercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
di 3 pute to this Tribunal for adjudication i 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Air 
India Limited in dismissing Shri Anil Solanki from 
service is just, fair and legal ? If not, to what relief is 
the workman entitled ?’’ 

2. To support the subject matter referred in the 
reference. Second Party filed the Statement of Claim at 
Exhibit 7 making out the case that, wife of 2nd Party filed 
petition in Family Court at Bandra. Family Court directed 
2nd Party to pay maintenance of Rs. 500 per month. Since 
his wife was not happy with the order, so she contacted 
1st Party's officers making complaints about him. He states 
that, his wife was abusing him in filthy language in the 
presence of other colleagues and threatened to murder 
him. As a result thereof enquiry was initiated against him 
by the 1st Party about his absenteeism. He was not aware 
of it. He did not attend. He admits that, chargesheet was 
served on him dated 8th June, 1998, however, due to severe 
health problem did not reply it. He learnt that, enquiry was 
conducted on 3 dates and proceeded ex-parte. Since he 
was mentally sick due to the situation unable to take proper 
steps. Even he was not aware of the dates of the said of the 
enquiry and its sittings. It is contended that, on meager 
charge of the absenteeism, 1st Party cannot take decision 
of dismissal. So it is prayed that, the enquiry initiated be 
declared not conducted by following principles of natural 
justice and findings given by it are perverse. 

3. This was objected by the 1st Party by filing Written 
Statement at Exhibit 8 stating that, 2nd Party remained 
atxsent for 189 days from may, 1997 to May, 1998. He did 
not communicate reason behind his absenteeism. He did 
not apply for leave in advance and get sanctioned his leave 
before proceeding on leave. Against his name, there is 
remark "absent without leave" which invite 1st Party to 
form enquiry committee which issued charge sheet. Charge 
sheet was served on 2nd Party and was asked to attend 
enquiry. Since he did not attend inquiry Inquiry Officer 
proceeded further with the enquiry against 2nd Party as he 
did not take note of it, and participated in the enquiry. As 
a result of it the Enquiry Officer conducted 4 sittings. Noting 
the absenteeism of the 2nd Party, Enquiry Officer 
concluded charges proved against 2nd Party and gave 
finding. It is stated that full opportunity was given to the 
2nd Party. It is stated that, opportunity was given but he 
purposely remained absent and did not utilized the said 
opportunity. The decision taken by the 1st Party relying 
on the finding of the Enquiry Officer of dismissal is just 
and proper which does not require any interference. So it is 
submitted that, enquiry be declared just, proper and finding 
not perverse. 


4. In view of the above pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
framed the following Issues at Exhibit 9. Out of those Issues 
Nos. 1 and 2 which are on the point of formation of the 
enquiry and perversity of finding, are treated as preliminary 
Issues which I answer as follows : 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

1. Whether the domestic 

enquiry conducted No 

against the Workman 
was as per the principles 
of natural justice ? 

2 Whether the findings of 

the Enquiry committee Yes 
are perverse ? 

REASONS: 

Issues Nos. 1& 2 : 

5. At this stage we are on the point of fairness of the 
enquiry and perversity of the findings. 2nd Party contends 
that, he did not attend the enquiry proceedings and Enquiry 
Officer proceeded ex-parte. The evidence was not available 
with Enquiry Officer regarding absenteeism of 2nd Party 
and so findings is perverse. This is denied by 1st Party 
saying that, 2nd Party purposely did not utilized the 
opportunity and so no option remained with the Enquiry 
Officer but to proceed ex-parte. 

6. 2nd Party relied on affidavit filed at Exhibit 14 in 
lieu of examination-in-chief where he narrated above things. 
In the cross he admits that, the Management had given 
charge sheet to him about his absenteeism from May, 1997 
to May, 1998. He admits the name and address given on 
page 3 of Exhibit 12 and he admits that, postman gave letter 
( page 3 Exhibit 12 ) at his residence. He admits that, the 
Management might have issued notice on the above 
address and letter also. He admits that, he was residing at 
the same address during that period. He admits that, he did 
not attend the enquiry. He filed closing pursis at Exhibit 15 
whereas 1st Party led evidence by examining 2 witnesses 
one at Exhibit 19 and another one at Exhibit 23 by filing 
affidavitts in lieu of examination of chief. 1st witness of the 
Management admits that, he did not confirm whether notice 
were served on 2nd Party about enquiry. Whereas another 
witness of 1st Party says that, he is a Stenographer and did 
work of communication of the correspondence of 2nd Party. 
He admits that, there is no record to prove that, he stated 
that, he will ensure that, correspondence was sent at proper 
address of the 2nd Party. 1st party closed evidence by 
filing pursis at Exhibit 24.2nd Party filed written submissions 
at Exhibit 25 and by 1st Party at Exhibit 26. 

7. It is a matter of record that, 2nd Party did not 
personally attended enquiry proceedings. It is also a matter 
of record that, his representative was not in the enquiry 
and enquriy proceeded without presence of 2nd Party and 
his representative. It is a matter of record that, no evidence 
of 1st Party's side is on the rocord before the Enquiry 
Officer which was supposed to be there on the point of his 
absenteeism-. That means explanation about absenteeism 
of 2nd Party was not before the Enquiry Officer to think 
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over and to observe whether that reason was just and 
pro]3er v^ich permits 2nd Party to remain ^serit from the 
duty. Besides, it is a matter of record that, no evidence is 
led by 2nd Party about so called proceedings going on in 
the Family Court and he was really disturbed by it and was 
mentally sick. But the fact is that, there is no evid ence from 
the 2nd Party's si de in the enquiry and even no participation 
from his side. The Ld. Advocate for the 1st Party submit 
that, after waiting for long time. Enquiry Officer \vis haying 
no option but to joroceed ex-parte in the enquiry. .According 
to him if charge sheeted employee does not want to 
participate in the enquiry in that case, Enquiry Officer is 
not supposed to wait. It is not that he was suposed to wait. 
It was the duty of the Enquiry Officer to see that, intimation 
is si^rved and precaution is taken regarding intimation of 
dat(5s of the enquiry, in that case Enquiry Officer need not 
wait for further decision. For that he relied cm citation 
published in 2005 (4) Mh. L.J. page 577 (Krishna 
Rarnchandra Jadhav vs. Smt. Shankar! B. Ajimal) where it 
was observed that, when notice was served on tenant 
intimating that, his tenancy has been terminated and it is 
returned with endorsement "unclaimed", "intimation" and 
"not claimed" in that case, it is to be treated that it is prc^rly 
sensed. I think the decision on which 1st Party wants to 
rely was having different facts and is in differcmt type of 
nature of litigation which cannot be compared with this 
nature of problem which we are facing. Here admittedly 
2nd Party did not participate in tne enquiry. His 
participation in the enquiry in not proved by the 1st party. 
Even 1st Party admits that, enquiry proceeded ex-parte. 
Another citation on which 1st Party placed reliance is on 
citation, published in 19901 CLR page 83 (T.V. Ramana 
Murthy vs. The Andhra Pradesh Agricultural University 
Represented by its Registrar, Hyderabad & Ors.) where it 
is observed by Hon hie High Court of Andhra Pradesh 
that, rules of natural justice cannot come to the: rescue of 
the person who makes himself scarce in participating in the 
disciplinary proceedings intiated against him oi in case of 
person who trie<i to protract the matter on some pretext-or 
the other. The amcept of justice and fair play applied with 
equal force on both sides. It is not as if that disciplinary 
authority alone is to comply with such rules of justice and 
fair place but tlie delinquent officer is also supposed to 
play according to rules and cannot indulge in abusing the 
rules of natural justice for his own benefits. Here again 
facts of this case are quite different than the facts of the 
said case. The delinquent who was involved in the above 
referred case (supra) was an officer whereas employee 
involved in the present case is a Workman. Besides 1st 
Party admits that, 2nd Party did not participate in the 
enquiry and witliin 3-4 dates enquiry was concluded which 
reveals that, enqury officer did not give full opportunity to 
the Second Party to explain about his absenteeism. The 
reason behind remaining absent was to leam and let the 
employee know whether there was reason to him behind 
absenteeism andl whether it can be considered as; a genuine 
gound? I think that can be sufficed by participation of the 
2nd Party only in the enquiry. Another citation published 
in 20041 CLR p£ige 1062 (SC) Mukund Limited "N^s Mukund 
Staff & Officers' Association) also relied by 1st Party's 
Advocate, However, I fail to understand, as to why this 


citation is refereed by at this stage the 1st party' Advocate 
since, we are at present on the point of fairness of the 
enquiry and perversity of the findings. Same view can be 
taken about another citation relied upon by 1st Party's 
Advocate published-in 1999 Lab. I.C. 1659 (Vermon Lobo 
Vs Himalaya Drug Conqsany & anr.), citation published in 
2006 (104) FLR page 549 (Indian Airlines Limit^ vs Prakash 
R, Parab), and citation publi^ed in 19931LU page 29 (SC) 
(Bengal Bhatdee Coal Co. Ltd. Vs Ram Prabesh Singh). 

8 . If we consider all this, coupled with the admitted 
position that, 2nd Party did not participate in the enquiry 
and did not get an opportunity to make out his case, I 
conclude that enquiry was not fair and proper. Besides, it 
revels that, there was no evidence from 2nd Party to 
compare the case of the 1st Party so definitely one has to 
answer that, finding is perverse since there was no 
explanation from the 2nd Party on the point of absenteeism. 

9. In view of the above discussions made above I 
conclude that, enquiry was not fair and proper and finding 
perverse. Accordin^y I answer the above Issues and 
passes the following order : 

ORDER 

(0 Enquiry is not fair and 
Proper, besides findings are 
Perverse; ■ 

(ii} I direct 1st Party to prove the 
charges by participating in 
the reference. 

Mumbai, 

6 th September, 2007 

A AL^, Presiding Officer 

M 25 2007 

3364.—3?l€i\Plcb 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ «IRI 17 ^ 

^ -23/2006) 

^ t, ^ ^ 25-10-2007 ^ 

URT fan «Tn 

[U W- 11012/13/2006-3n| 3TR (^-I ) ] 
?TciT 'jtefra, 

New Delhi, the 25 th October, 2007 

S.O. 3364.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No, 23/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Court-I, 
New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Arlines and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 25-10-2007. 

[No. 1^11012/13/2006-IR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


‘h'S6'7o-,2/o-] 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL» PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 23/2006 

III the matter of dispute between: 

Shri R.S. Lather : Workman 

S/o Shri Raghubir Singh, 

C'o Sh. Kuldeep Singh, 

Rjesidence 67-D/I, 

Ijikshmi Market, 

Opp. Canara Bank, 

Munirka, New Delhi - 67 

Versus 

'Hhe Regional Director, : Management 

Northern Region, 

Indian Airlines Ltd, 

IGI Airport Palam, 

New Delhi. 

APPEAR\NCES 

None for the workman. 

Shri Sameer Jha A/R for the management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of l^abour 
Vide its Order No. L - 11012/13/2006 [IR (CM-I)] 
dated 10-7-2006 / 28-7-2006 has referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s Indian 
Airlines New Delhi in removal of Shri R. S. Lather, 
Transport Supdtt. From service vide w.e.f. 31-3*2004 
is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned w'orkman entitled?" 

2. Reference was received on 11-8-2006 and notice to 
the parties was issued for 11-10-2006 the workman filed 
claim statement on 11 -10-2006 and management filed written 
statement on 22-3-2007 and case was adjourned to 
31-5-2007 for filing rejoinder. Case was again adjourned to 
6-8-2007 for filing rejoinder. None for the workman appeared 
uTi 6-8-2007 and case was adjourned to 8-10-2007 for filing 
rejoinder. Tliis was last opportunity to the workman to file 
rejoinder. Today also none for the workman appeared 
despite several calls. Shri Sameer Jha A/R for the 
mariagemern appeared. Perusal of record shows that the 
workman in this case has not been appearing for the last 3 
hearings. It appears that the workman is ncil interested in 
the prosecution of his claim. Flence a No Dispute Award is 
passed. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated ; 8-10-2fK)7 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 


3^^^, 2007 

W.3ir. 3365.—37 MwT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ tTKl 17 

^ ^ TTsra: 

#cr, ^ 

^ ■'fw 

24/2005) ^ t, 29-10-2007 

W 13IT «ITI 

[TT. T^-22012/150/2004-311^ 3TR Cet^iT-Il)] 
3m 3Tftmd 

New Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 
S.O. 3365.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Khoirabad Colliery, 
M/s. ECL, Khoirabad Colliery M/s. Colliery, ECL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-22012/150/2004-IR(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, 

Presiding Officer 

Reference No. 24 of 2005 
Parties 

The /^ent, Khoirabad Colliery of 
M/s. ECL, Kapista, Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

The General Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor Congress, 
Asansol, Burdwan. 
REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Goswami, 

Advocate 

For the union (workman) ; Sri S. K. S. K. Pandey, 

General Secretary of the 
Union. 

Industry : Coal : State : West Bengal 

Dated the 6-9-2007 

AWARD 

In exercise of conferred by clause (d) of sub- 

section(l) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
150/2004- IR(CM-ir) dated 07-03-2005 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 
SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Khoirabad 
Colliery under Salanpur Area of M/s. ECL in 
dismissing Sh. Sukumar Bouri, U.G.Loader w.e.f. 
28-02-2003 is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from which date ?” 
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2. On haiang received the Order No. -^2 2012/150/ 
2004- IR(CM-II) dated 7-3-2005 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govtof India, Ministry of Laboixr, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 24 of 2005 
was registered on 12-4-2003 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directi ng them to 
appiear in the court on the date fixed and file their written 
statement along with the relevant documents a nd a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the 
said order notices by the registered post were issued to 
the parties concerned. Sri P. K. Goswami, Advocate and 
Sri S. K, Pandey, General Secretary of the Unio n appeared 
in the court to represent the management and the union 
resjiectively and filed their written statement in support of 
theiir claims. 

3. In briefcompass the case of the union as set forth 
in its written statement is that Sri Sukumar Bouri, U.G. 
Loader was a permanent employee of the company at 
Khoirabad Colliery of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. The 
main case of the union is that the workman concerned 
became ill w.e.f, 24-9-2002. So he could not attend his duty 
andl after being declared fit he reported for his duty on 
9-1-2003. The v/orkman concerned was charge sheeted for 
his alleged unauthorized absence from duty for the period 
from 24-9-2002 lo 8-1-2003. The workman concerned replied 
to the charge sheet and requested to the management for 
resumption of his duty but he was not allowed. The further 
case of the union is that surprisingly enough tht; workman 
was dismissed from the services of the company ignoring 
the enquiry report submitted by the enquiry officer, who 
has given his findings in favour of the wor^an. It is also 
the claim of the union that the workman concerned was not 
ser/ed with the second show cause by the management 
before awarding him the punishment of di$ini$;sal and he 
was dismissed from the services of the company w.e.f. 
20-2-2003. The matter was also taken up with the 
management^several times but nothing was done in spite 
of the assurances given by the management and the poor 
workman is sitting idle since then. The purtishment of 
dismissal is claimed to be illegal and unjustified. The union 
has sought a reli ef for the reinstatement of the workman in 
ser/ice with the continuity of his service together with the 
claim of the full back wages. 

4. On the other hand the defence case of the 
management in nutshell as per the averments of the 
pleadings in its ^Aritten statement is that the instant dispute 
is not maintainable for the reasons that the conceived union 
has no locus standi to agitate the dispute and the 
concerned workman is not at all member of the union in 
padicular. 

5. The main defence case of the management is that 
the facts leading; to the dispute in brief is that the workman 
concerned was in habit of being unauthorized absent and 
he was punished for several times for the act of unauthorized 
absence and his past three years attendance was; very poor 
which indicate that the concerned workman is not willing 
to perform his job and even he did not state any reason 
what prevented him to perform his job. Admittedly the 
workman concerned was charge sheeted for which a 


d,omestic enquiry was held and the workman had attended 
and participated in the enquiry proceeding availing;all the 
opportunities to defend himself. 

6. It is also the defence case that the enquiry officer 
has held in his report that the concerned workman did not 
inform the management aboui the reasons of his absence 
and he was found absent from his duties w.e.f. 24-9-2002 to 
8-1-2003. The workman admitted that he has other family 
meinbers who took hirh to doctor. The workman concerned 
failed to produce any treatment paper in support of his 
illness and he attended at Panuria but did not attend either 
at the colliery dispensary or at colliery office. It is claimed 
that the workman wilfully left his job as such he is not 
entitled to any relief and the action.of the management be 
declared legal and just and reference be disniissed. 

7. In view of the pleadings of both the parties and 
the materials available on the records I find certain facts 
which are admitted one. So before .entering into the 
discussion of the merits of the case I would like to mention 
those facts which are directly or indirectly admitted by the 
parties. 

8. It is the admitted fact that the delinquent employee 
Sh. Sukumar Bouri, U.G. Loader was the permanent 
employee of the company working at Khoirabad Colliery 
under Salanpur Area of M/s. ECL who was charge sheeted 
by the management on 20-12-2002 for his absence w.e.f. 
24-9-2002 to 8-1-2003. 

9. It is also the admitted fadt that the workman 
concerned was abseiit from his duty w.e.f. 24-9-2002 to 
8-1-2003 for which a domestic enquiry was held in which 
the workman concerned was present and had participated 
in the enquiry proceeding held against him. 

10. It is further admitted fact that the workman 
concerned had submitted the explanation to the charge 
sheet issued against him and at the same tinie he had 
requested to the management for the resumption of his 
duty but he was not allowed to resume his duty. 

11. It is also the admitted case of the parties that the 
enquiry officer having conducted the enquiry proceeding 
submitted his report to the disciplinary authority who 
passed the order of dismissal of the workman concerned 
w.e.f: 20-2-2003. 

12 It is also admitted fact that, the workman 
concerned was, charge sheeted on 20-12-2002 fof an 
unauthorized absence and there is no charge of habitual 
absenteeism against the delinquent employee. 

13. It is ad mi tted fact that the delinquent en^loyee 
was absent from his duty during the relevant period due to 
the fact that he was suffering from jaundice for which the 
medical certificate was produced during the enquiry 
proceeding. There is no dispute as well that he did not 
inform either to the collierymanagement or to the colliery 
dispensary as per the rule provided in the Model Standing 
Order applicable to the establishment. 

14. It is clearly pleaded by the union in its written 
statement that the workman concerned was not served 
with the second show cause buy the management before 
awarding him the punishment of dismissal. This fact has 
also not been denied by the management nor pleaded for 
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his defence in its written statement which also amounts to 
admission as per law. 

15. It is the settled principle of law that the facts 
admitted need not be proved. Since all the aforesaid facts 
are admitted one so I do not think proper to discuss the 
same in detail. 

16. On perusal of the record it transpires from the 
order sheet that on 19-12-2006 a hearing on the preliminary 
point was made. Besides this the validity and fairness of 
the enquiry proceeding was not challenged by the side of 
tjie union and accordingly the enquiry proceeding was 
held to be fair and yalid and as such the date for the final 
hearing on 28-2-2007 was fixed which was subsequently 
tiken up and after concluding the hearing the award was 
kept reserved for order. 

17. In view of the averments made in the pleadings 
of the jwrties, facts, circumstances and other materials 
available on the record the following issues were framed 
on re-caste for just decision of the case. 

(i) Is the reference in hand misconceived one and 
also bad in the eye of law and beyond the scope 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

(ii) Is the charge of misconduct of an unauthorized 
absence as per the provision of model standing 
order against the workman concerned is proved 
against him or not? 

(ii^ Is the punishment of dismissal awarded to the 
workman concerned by the Disciplinary 
Authority just, legal and proportionate to the 
gravity of the alleged misconduct? 

18. ISSUE NO. 1: This issue is important and relevant 
one. So it has been taken up first for discussion for the 
convenience of the court and just decision of this case. 
The management has taken the plea in para 1 of its written 
statement that the instant reference is bad in the eye of law 
and the facts as well as the circumstance of the ca.se is 
misconceived one. But the aforesaid facts have not been 
hkppily pleaded in the written statement nor it has been 
mentioned to show as to how the reference is bad in the 
e^e of law and the same is not legally maintainable. Apart 
ftom this it is clear from the record itself that the aforesaid 
issue was neither raised nor pressed by the side of the 
management even during the course of final hearing of the 
reference. The management side has neither examined any 
oral witness nor tendered even a chit of paper nor any legal 
points were placed before the court in support of its plea. 
As such I do not find any legal defects in the maintainability 
of the reference and accordingly the facts of the case very 
well come under the purview of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. The Govt, of Iitdia through the Ministry of Labour 
has rightly referred the dispute to the Tribunal for 
adjudication and as such this issue is decided against the 
management. 

19. ISSUE NO. 2: This is an important issue and is the 
crux of the reference in hand which may decide finally the 
fate of the case. From the perusal of the record it transpires 
that the workman concerned Sukumar Bouri had been 
absent from his duty w.e.f. 24-9-2002to 8-1-2003 for which 
he was charge-sheeted by the management vide charge 


sheet No. KB/C-6/C.S Nil dated 20-12-2002 as per the 
provision of Model Standing Order under clause 17(1 )n. It 
is clear from the record that the workman concerned had 
appeared before the enquiry officer during the period of 
enquiry proceeding and had actively participated in the 
enquiry proceeding. It is also clear from the record that he 
had submitted explanation to the charges leveled in the 
charge sheet but the same was not accepted and a domestic 
enquiry was held. The statement of the workman was 
recorded before the enquiry officer where had clearly stated 
that he could not attend his duty on and from 24-9-2002 
due to serious illness. It is further stated that he was 
suffering from jaundice and he was under the treatment of 
a private doctor who was called as his condition was serious 
enough. He was declared fit on 9-1-2003 by the doctor 
concerned. Besides this the management witness Shamsher 
Khan, Attendance Clerk of the concerned colliery has 
clearly stated before the enquiry officer in his statement 
that he was marked absent in his attendance register on 
24-9-2002. He has further stated that the workman concerned 
did not inform to the colliery management about his illness. 
It is also admitted that the delinquent employee had 
produced an outside sick certificate about his illness. Apart 
from these all prevailing facts the union has also admitted 
that the workman concerned was absent from his duty 
during the said relevant period in question. It is also directly 
or indirectly admitted that the delinquent employee did not 
send any information to the management about the reasons 
of his absence from the duty during the period in question. 
The enquiry officer has mentioned in his enquiry report 
that the employee concerned could have inform about his 
illness to the colliery authority or to the colliery dispensary. 
It is specifically stated by the enquiry officer in his report 
that the Medical Certificate proves that the workman 
concerned had suffered from jaundice during the aforesaid 
period of absence. The report of the enquiry officer itself 
goes to prove the fact that the employee concerned was 
admittedly absent from his duty due to the sufficient reason 
tendered by him. So in this view of the matter it can easily 
be concluded that the absence from the duty was not 
deliberate rather it was under the compelling circumstance. 
Besides this the union has also not challenged the fairness 
and validity of the enquiry proceedings and admitted that 
the workman concerned was unauthorisedly absent from 
his duty during the relevant period. 

Having gone through the entire prevailing facts 
circumstances, enquiry proceedings and the findings of 
the enquiry officer 1 find that the delinquent employee was 
admittedly guilty for the charges of unauthorized absence 
and the enquiry officer has rightly held him guilty for the 
act of misconduct of an unauthorized absence for about 
four months continuously without any sanction leave, 
prior permission or information to the management or which 
the workman concerned deserves some suitable 
punishment for the alleged proven misconduct as provided 
in the Model Standing Order. As such this issue is decided 
against the union. 

20. ISSUE NO. 3 : Now the only main point in issue 
for consideration before the court is to see as to how far 
the punishment awarded to the delinquent employee by 
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the management is just, proper and propoitionate to the 
alleged nature of the proven misconduct. 

Heard the learned lawyer for the management and 
the representative of the union on the aforesaid points in 
issue. It was argued by the side of the union that it is a 
simple case of unauthorized absence for about four months 
and the absence from duty during the relevant period is 
duly explained and the reasons of absence from the duty is 
sickness from jaundice, which is relevant and satisfactory 
ground of absence during the relevant period. It was further 
submitted that the workman concerned has got unblemish 
record duririg the service tenure and at best it is the first 
offence of the workman concerned which has been 
sufficiently and satisfactorily explained and the same go to 
show the compelling circumstance beyond the control of 
the delinquent employee. It was vehemently argued further 
that a simple case of unauthorized absence cannot be said 
to be a gross misconduct and the extreme sort of penalty 
can’t be imposed upon the workman concerned in such a 
minor case of alleged misconduct. 

It was further argued by the union side that the 
management has also not charge sheeted the workman for 
habitual absence nor any chit of paper in this regard has 
been filed in the court nor there is any specific pleading in 
this respect as well. The attention of the court was drawn 
towards the report of the enquiry officer v. ho has clearly 
mentioned in his enquiry report that “After examination it 
appears to me that he may intimate or Inform about his 
illness to the colliery authority or to the colliery dispensary. 
But medical certificate proves that he suffered from jaundice 
on the aforesaid period. 

The enquiry officer is fully satisfied \\ ith the reasons 
of absence of the delinquent employee after relying on the 
medical certificate granted by the doctor. So it becomes 
clear that the absence of the concerned workman was under 
the compelling circumstance which was beyond his control. 
The union representative further submitted that the 
workman concerned was suffering from jaundice (infective 
hepatitis) which is a serious type of disease and fatal for 
life. The medical certificate produced by the union goes to 
support the intention of the union. The doctor has clearly 
mentioned in his certificate that Sukumar Bouri was under 
his treatment w.e.f. 24-9-2002 to 8-1-2003. He was suffering 
from jaundice during the said period and the doctor had 
advised him to take complete bed rest during the period of 
treatment. In such a prevailing facts and circumstance one 
will of course have to be absent from his duty specially 
when the lil'e itself is in danger. I find much force in the 
argument advanced by the union side and I am convinced 
to hold that the workman concerned was absent from his 
duty during the relevant period under the compelling 
circumstance beyond his control. 

20. Perused the specific provision of the certified 
standing order applicable to the establishment of the 
company where the extreme punishment prescribed is said 
to be dismissal as per the gravity of the misconduct and 
admittedly the misconduct of an unauthorized absence fi'om 
the duty under the compelling circumstance can not be 
said to be a gross misconduct rather it is a minor nature of 


misconduct. Apart from this it has been several times 
clearly observed by the different Hon’ble Courts and the 
Apex Court as well that before imposing a punishment of 
dismissal it is necessary for the disciplinary authority to 
consider the socio-economic back ground of the 
delinquent employee, his fiunily back ground, length of 
service put in by the employee, his past record and other 
surrounding circumstance including the nature of 
misconduct. Those are the relevant factors which must 
have to be kept in mind by the competent authority at the 
time of imposing the punishment which of course has not 
been done by the management in this order to meet the 
ends of justice. 

21. The delinquent en^loyee is admittedly an illiterate 
man of Bouri by caste who is the member of the Scheduled 
Caste and happens to be the member of the weaker section 
of the society. He is no doubt financially weak and poor 
who has suffered a lot for about five years and he had 
never been gainfully employed any where during the period 
of dismissal. It is clearly provided under clause 27(1) (page 
15) of the model standing order that various minor 
punishment are to be awarded to the erring employee 
according to the nature and gravity of the misconduct. I 
fail to think as to why only maximum punishment available 
under the said clause should be awarded in the prevailing 
facts and circumstances of the case. It has also been 
observed by the Apex court that justice must be tempered 
with mercy and that the delinquent employee should be 
given an opportunity to reform himself and to be loyal and 
disciplinary employee of the management. 

22. However, I am of the considered view that the 
punishment of dismissal for an unauthorized absence for 
about four months only under the compelling circumstance 
and without any malafide intention is not just and proper 
and it is too harsh a punishment which is totally 
disproportionate to th‘e alleged nature of proven 
misconduct. Such a simple case should have been dealt 
with leniently by the competent authority of the management 
specially when no second show cause notice has ever 
been served upon the concerned workman by the 
management which is of course a direct violation of the 
directives of the Apex court, which amounts to denial of 
the principles of natural justice. 

23. In view of the matter’ I think itjust and proper to 
modify and substitute the punishment by exercising the 
power under Section 11 (A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 in order to meet the ends of justice. And as such the 
impugned order of dismissal of the delinquent employee is 
hereby set aside and he is directed to be reinstated with 
the continuity of service and in the light of prevailing facts 
circumstance and the misconduct for which the punishment 
of dismissal was imposed on the workman concerned I 
think it appropriate that the concerned workman be imposed 
a punishment of stoppage qf two increments without any 
cumulative effect. It is further directed that the workman 
concerned will be entitled to get only 50% of the back 
wages which will serve the ends of justice. As such his 
issue is decided in favour of the union and against the 
management. Accordingly it is hereby. 
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ORDERED 

That let an “Award” be and the same is passed on 
contest in favour of the workman concerned. Send the 
copies of the award to the Ministry of Labour, Govt, of 
India, New Delhi for information and needful. The reference 
is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 29 2007 

^.3TT. 3366.—1947 (1947' 
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3T^ <^HK S<r^ 3Tr^cb|<l 
New Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 

S.O. 3366.—In pursuance of Section 1 7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 36/1995) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour- 
Ctmrt Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Shyamsumderpur Colliery of M/s. ECL 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-22012/13/1995-lR(C-Il)] 
AJAY KUMARGAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

Reference No. 36 of 1995 

PRESENT : Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding 

Officer 

Parties : Agent, Shyamsunderpur Colliery 

P. O. Ukhra, Burdwan 

Vrs. 

Joint General Secretary, Colliery Mazdoor 
Union (INTUC), Cinema Road, Ukhra, P. O. 
Ukhra, Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the Applicant : Sri P. K.Das 

Advocate 

For the Opposite Party : Sri M. Mukherjee., 

Advocate. 

Industry : Coal : State ; West Bengal 

Dated the 19-9-2007 

ORDER 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (!) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( !4 of 1947), Government of 


India through the Ministry of labour vide its letter No. L- 
22012/13/95- IR(C-Il) dated 14-7-1995 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Shyamsundarpur Colliery under Bankola Area 
M/s. E.C.Ltd., P.O. Ukhra Dist. Burdwan(W.B) in 
dismissing Sh. Bishu Bouri, U/G, Trammer is justified? 
If not to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. After having received the Order No. L-22012/13/ 
95-lR(C.II) dated 14-7-1995 ofthe above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, for adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 
36 of 1995 was registered on 1 -07-1996 and accordingly an 
order to that effect w'as passed to issue notice through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the Court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the 
said order norices by the registered post were seni to the 
parties concerned. Sri P.K. Das, Advocate and 
Sri M. Mukherjee, Advocate appeared in the Court to 
represent the Management and the Union respectively. Both 
parties filed written statement in support of their claims. 

From perusal ofthe record it transpires that the case 
was fixed for hearing ofthe di.spute on 19-9-2007 but the 
learned lawyer for the union submitted that he has got no 
instruction either from the union itself or the workman 
concerned. The union and the workman concerned have 
got no interest to proceed with the case further. The lawyer 
of the union also submitted that he has got no touch with 
the workman since long time and as such he is ignorant 
about the where about of the workman concerned. In this 
prevailing facts and circumstance ofthe case it is not proper 
and advisable to keep the same pending any more as the 
same is old one. As such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

That let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the order to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and 
needfull. The reference is accordingly disposed of 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 

^ 29 2007 
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New Delhi, the 29th October, 20C(7 

S.O. 3367.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 3 3/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Department of Telecom and their wqAman, v^ich was 
received by the Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L40012/I07/2005-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGFl, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVER^^MENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAbCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

V/ednesday, the 20th August, 2007 
PRESENT: K. J AYARAMAN, Presid ing Officer 

Industrial Dispute No, 33/2005 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. 
and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

B. Pachiyammal .I Pairty/Petitioner 

Ponnapatty Village 
Omalur Taluk 
Salem Distt. 

Vs. 

Union of India .II Parly/Respondent 

Represented by General Manager 
Deptt. of Tedecommunications 
Bharat SancharNigam Ltd. 

Salem-7 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner ; M/s. P .V. S. Giridhar 

Associates 

For the Management : M/s. K. Kann8.n(SCGSC) 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour its 
Order, No. L-40012/107/2005 IR(DU) dated 24-05-2006 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is ; 

'‘Whether the action of the management of M/s 
Bharat San char Nigam Ltd., Salem for terminating the 
services of Smt. B. Pachiyammal, an ex-ptirt time Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justified. If not, what relief is the 
workman entitled for?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 33 of 2006 and issued notices to 
both sides. Both parties are entered appearance through 
their Advocates and filed their claim statement and counter 
statement respectively. 


3. The allegations in the claim statement are briefly 
as follows; 

The Petitioner joined the Respondent Management 
in March 1983 as a Casual Mazdoor. She was doing 
sweeping/water carrier and other menial works. But all of 
a sudden, the Respondent Management terminated the 
services of the petitioner in July 1997. Therefore, the 
Petitioner filed OA No. 166/98 before the Central 
Administrative Tribunal to direct the Respondent therein 
to reinstate her in service with all consequential benefits 
and also to regularize her in service in suitable Group'D’ 
post. The Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal 
directed the Respondent/Management to reinstate the 
Petitioner in service by an order of 11-09-2000, The 
Petitioner was directed to, report on or before, 21-09-2000 
at Pannapatty Telephone Exchange and she had joined 
there as per the directions. But to her shock and surprise 
she was not paid for the work performed by her. Although 
she worked continuously without any break in service. 
Therefore, she made various representations to the 
Respondent/Management to pay her salary from 21 -09- 
2000 and also requested them to permit to sign in the 
Attendance Register. Subsequently, during April, 2001, 
the Petitioner was transferred to another Telephone 
Exchange in Pannapatty. The Petitioner was worked for 8 
hours a day on all 7 days. While so, the Petitioner received 
a letter on 01-12-2001 from the Respondent stating that 
her salary would be paid by cash in person at the work 
spot. Subsequently, the Petitioner made several 
representations and took all possible steps to collect her 
salary but it was in vain. The Petitioner all along worked 
continuously without any break in service. While so on 
11 -03-2002, the Assistant Engineer of the Telephone Deptt. 
came to Pannapatty Telephone Exchange and asked the 
Petitioner to give statement that she had worked for only 
15 days in a month. When she refused to do so, he 
threatened that if she is not willing to accept salary for 15 
days, he will terminate her from service. The higher 
authorities showed a vengeful attitude towards the 
Petitioner as she had moved the Hon’ble Central 
Administrative Tribunal against her legal termination. To 
the shock and surprise by a letter dated 19-03-2002, the 
Petitioner was terminated from service, as a criminal case 
was pending against her and that she was in judicial 
custody. No charge memo was issued to her nor any 
enquiry was conducted against her. No doubt a criminal 
case was falsely filed against her, but the Sessions Court 
has acquitted’ the Petitipner from the charges. But even 
after that the Respondent as not reinstated the Petitioner 
in service. Therefore, the termination of the Petitioner’s 
service is arbitrary unreasonable and violative of the 
principles of Natural justice. The reasons given by the 
Respondent for terminating the Petitioner are frivolous 
and baseless. No retrenchment compensation was paid 
to her. Since the Petitioner worked continuously for 
several year and has worked for, more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 months preceding her termination 
the termination is void abinitio and she is deemed to be 
in service. Hence for all these reasons, the Petitioner prays 
this Tribunal to reinstate her in service and to regularize 
her in service with all consequential benefits. 
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4. As against this, the Respondent in his Counter 
Statement contended that the Petitioner was engaged as a 
contfligent labour at Pannapatty Telephone Exchange doing 
the work of sweeping and water carrier. When she did not 
turn tip for duty during June and July 1997, another person 
was engaged to perform the duties and when she came 
back to perform the duties, the Respondent has not allowed 
her to do the work as another person has already been 
eng^ed for this purpose. In the OA No. 166/98, the Hon’ble 
Central Administrative Tribunal had directed the Deptt. on 
09-12-1999 to consider her to work either on contract basis 
or otherwise. In order to honour the Tribunal’s order, the 
Petitioner was again engaged at Panna patty Telephone 
Exchange to perform the work of sweeping on contract 
basis at a fixed monthly wage of Rs. 100/- per month and 
she did not perform any other work as alleged by her and 
she receiv^ the payment till March, 2001. After that 
Pannapatty' Exchange was shifted to another building due 
to expansion of capacity of the exchange and she was 
allowed to perform the contingent work of sweeping. 
Considering the increased quantum of work, it was decided 
to pay Rs. 200/-per month for her work. Even though, she 
performed the duties, she deliberately did not take payment 
for the work she had done for the period from April 2001 
insisting to send the amount by Money Order. Even though 
she was informed to receive the amount, she had refused 
to take the payment. Her deliberate refusal to take the salary 
was clearly motivated to allow herself to claim some 
untenable claims. While so, a notice was sent to her on 
06-02-2002 and she was directed to received the payment 
every month at the exchange premises at a specified date 
from JTO/SDE, Omalur. While so, the DE, MTCE, Rural 
SalOTi had informed that the Petitioner did not turn up for 
sw'e^ping or cleaning w.e.f 16-02-2002 and she had been in 
Police Custody for her involvement in certain criminal cases. 
By that time, it had been decided as a measure of policy to 
cease to employ any sweeper directly and to resort to the 
system of giving out the work through contracts for specific 
period by inviting competitive bids. While so, on 
28-02-2002, the Petitioner sent a letter to General Manager. 
BSNL, Salem demanding re-engagement to do the work at 
Pannapatty Exchange and expressing her consent to receive 
the payment of Rs. 200/- per month and after that she w'as 
informed that she was permitted to do the work with certain 
conditions. Even though, the Sub-Divisional Engineer, 
Groups had gone to Pannapatty Exchange on 1 1-03-2002 
and offered to the Petitioner the payment for the work she 
had performed for the period from 01-04-2001 to 15-02-2002, 
the Petitioner refused to take payment on the rejection that 
she is entitled for full payment for the month of February 
2002 despite her non-performance of work from 16-02-2002 
onwards when she had put in jail under Judicial Custody. 
Therefore, a notice was issued to her on 16-02-2002 
informing her that if she resorted to evading tactics, the 
consideration shown to her for redeployment as contingent/ 
contract worker will be withdrawn. Even after that, the 
Petitioner persisted with her evasive tactics’ of refusing to 
take payment with some ulterior motives, therefore, the 
payment of Rs. 2,100/- had been sent to her by a Money 
Order less commission on 28-03-2002 and she had also 
recdved the said amount. Further, on 19-03-2002, the GM(T), 
Salem informed the Petitioner that permission given to her 
for sweeping and cleaning on contract basis is withdrawn 
setting out her contract betraying willful disobedience to 
receive the wages delivered to her. Her recurrent absence 
without justification and her incarceration. The Petitioner 
was engaged only as a contingent labour. Even the Central 


Administrative Tribunal directed the Dept, to consider the 
Petitioner for work either on contract or otherwise and 
therefore, she was allowed to perform the work on contract 
basis and the bench did not recognize any right for the 
Petitioner for reinstatement under any circumstances. 
Therefore, there is no scope either for reinstatement or 
regularizing her services. Hence, for all these reasons, the 
Respondent prays that the claim may be dismissed with 
costs. 

5. The points for determination are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of the 
Petitioner is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

6. In order to establish her case, the Petitioner 
examined herself as WWI and marked docunments from 
WI to W29 which are all the copy of her representation to 
the Respondent/Management and the reply to her and also 
the Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal’s order and 
judgement in Sessions Court in which she was an accused. 
As against this, on the side of the Respondent, one Sri D. 
Janardanan who is the Divisional Engineer (Admn.) in the 
Salem Telecom Deptt. vvas examined as MWl and on the 
side of the Respondent documents from MI to MIS were 
marked. 

7. The learned counsel of the petitioner contended 
that the termination order issued by the Respondent/ 
Management under EX.W27 is perse illegal and non-est 
for the reason that no show cause notice, charge memo 
much less no enquiry was conducted. Further, it is illegal 
on, the ground that the Petitioner was in employment of 
the Respondent/Management for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of i 2 months preceding her termination 
and therefore the retrenchment is in violation of Section 
25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act. In this case admittedly 
no notice has been issued nor any Retrenchment 
Compensation being paid to the Petitioner. Therefore, he 
further argued that the termination is in gross violation of 
principles of natural justice as no notice or hearing was 
granted. Only because the Petitioner has previously filed 
an application before the Central Administrative Tribunal 
and on the direction of the Tribunal she was reinstated in 
service, the Officers of the Respondent/Management are 
enraged and they have taken a punitive action and 
tenninated her service. He further alleged that the allegation 
in the tenriination notice are flimsy and without any basis. 
They ought to have offered a chance to defend herself 
because the allegation made in the notice are serious and 
an enquiry has to be held before terminating her from service. 
Therefore, he argued that the order of termination is to be 
set aside by this Tribunal. He further argued the reasons 
given in the termination order dated 19-03-2002 (Ex.W27) 
are unreasonable and illegal, it clearly shows a case of 
victimization and amounts of unfair labour practice. Since 
there is an employee employer relationship between the 
Petitioner and the Respondent, it is too late in the day to 
deny her status as an employee and only to deny her status 
as an employee the Respondent has taken a stand that she 
was employed only on contract basis. Hence it is prayed 
on behalf of the Petitioner that the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated with all consequential benefits. 

8. But as against this, the learned counsel of the 
Respondent contended that it is false to allege that the 
Petitioner has been in continuous employment for more 
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than 240 days from 2001. She was merely engaged for 
contingent nature of work for sweeping as a stopgap 
arrangement pending finalization of tender for work contract 
for sweeping and as a measure of policy the BSNL which is 
a Public Sector Undertaking had ceased to employ any 
sv/eepisr directly and the work was entrusted through 
ccntract for subsequent period by inviting competitive bids 
from p;uties. No doubt the Petitioner had earlier filed an 
application before the Central Administrative Tribunal for 
reinstatement complaining of similar treatment on earlier 
occasions. In that the Tribunal directed the Respondent/ 
Manag<3ment to consider the Petitioner for working either 
on contract or otherwise, “feven in that application, her 
re<juest for reinstatement and for regularizing of her service 
was refiised by the Central Administrative Tribunal. In view 
of the 0 rder passed by the Central Administrative Tribunal, 
the Petitioner had been allowed to perform work only on 
contract basis. It clearly establishes that the Central 
Administrative Tribunal bench do not recognize her right 
for reinstatement nor regularization. In all the days, me 
Petitioner has refused to receive the wages paid to her and 
she has also insisted me Deptt. to pay for the period for 
which she has not woriced viz. wfren she had been arrested 
and kept injudicial custody. Since the Petitioner has worked 
only on contract basis and disengaged from the 
employment, the question of reinstatement does not arise 
at all as she has no legal right for employment. The category 
of sweepers are, not borne on me cadre of workers of the 
Responcient organization. Therefore, she is not entitled for 
reinstatement. Even in her evidence, the Petitioner has 
stated mat she will work in the building itom 0700 AM and 
do me v^ork of sweeping before me employees arrive at 
0900 AJi4. She has also evidenced mat she has documents 
to prove that she has been continuously in service and it is 
her admission that she had received Rs. 200/- when the 
existing office shifted to new building. On me side of 
me Respondent, me Respondent has produced Ex. M2, a 
lettijr of reply from the General Manager to the Petitioner 
on 26-12-2001 which clearly states that she had been 
engaged througli a Contractor as contract worker and in 
me .subsequent communication dated 05-01 -2002 viz, under 
EX-M3, she has been advised to receive me wages on a 
particular day for me work done by her. It is also clear from 
EX-M4 that the work involved (viz. Sweeping & Cleaning) 
only 2 hours labour and me engagement was purely on 
contract .and on tsmporary casual basis. Under EX-M8 viz. 
04-03-2002, permission has been granted to her only on 
condition that it would cease to operate on finalisation of 
new contract for Pannapatti Exchange. Therefore, the 
allegation that me Petitioner has got a legal right is wimout 
any substance or basis. The complaint of termination of 
service or a claim for reinstatement would arise only in 
case of persons wmo had a legal right to emplo>TOent and if 
they were unlawfully terminated, but in this case the 
Petitioner’ has no legal right over employment and therefore 
sihe carmet complain any unlawful termination. The Learned 
Couisel of me Respondent further contended that The 
Respondent organization is a Public Sector Undertaking 
and there cannot be any engagement outside the 
recniitment rules. There is no recruitment in law to provide 
a paiticuhr employment to casual workers and stopping of 
work on me completion of the period stipulated in me 
original o rder of engagement will not amount to termination 
of ser\'ice. This squarely apply to Section 2(oo), Clause 
(bb) and therefore the Petitioner cannot complain in 
violation of Section 25(F) of the Industrial Dispules Act. 
The Learned Counsel for the Respondent fuither relied on 

9 'j / ^'y 


me ruling reported in 2006 1, SCC, PAGE 121, PUNJAB 
STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD V/S. DARBARA SINGH 
wherein the Supreme Court has held mat '‘the materials on 
record clearly establish mat me engagement of workmen 
was for a specific period and conditions. It was clearly 
indicated mat an appointment of regular employee, his 
engagement was to come to an end” and also held that in 
view of me position as highlighted in MORINDA COOP. 
SUGAR MILLS V/S. RAMKISHEN, 1995,5, SCC, PAGE 
653, IT WAS OBSERVED “it would mus be clear that the 
Respondent were not working mroughout the season and 
mey were working only during me crushing Season only. 
The respondent were taken into work for the season and 
consequent to closure of season mey cease the work. The 
question is whemer such a cessation would amount to 
retrenchment since it is only a seasonal work. The 
respondent cannot be said to have retrenched in view of 
what is stated in Sub-section (BB) of Section 2(oo) of the 
Act. Under mese circumstances, we are of the opinion that 
me view taken by the Labour Court and the Hi^ Court is 
illegal. The Supreme Court further held “me position was 
reiterated by a three-Judge Bench of this Court in Anil 
Bapurao Kimase Vs. Krishna Sahakari Sakhar Khaikhana 
Ltd. and reversed the judgement of me Divisional Bench, 
which allowed the prayer of reinstatement”. The learned 
counsel for the Respondent fuither relied on the ruling 
reported in 2006,1, SCC, PAGE 253, KISHOR CHANDRA 
SAMAL VS. ORISSA STATE CASHEW DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION LTD, DHENKANAL in which the 
Supreme Court has held in the case that “the employment 
is for specific period/fixed term and the engagement was 
for various ^ellsof fixed period from July, 1982 to August, 
1982. In the case of disengagement, whether it can be 
considered as retrenchment, it held in all orders of 
engagement, specific periods have been mentioned and 
the engagement had not merely been temporary in nature”, 
hence the case has been squarely covered under Section 
2(oo)(bb) and therefore Section 25(F) would be 
inapplicable. Further, in 2007,1, SCC, PAGE 408, INDIAN 
DRUGS & PHARMACEUTICALS LTD. VS. WORKMEN, 
IDPL, wherein me Supreme Court has held “the Court 
cannot create a post whether non-existing nor issue 
direction to absorb or regularize temporary en^loyment 
nor continue mem in service nor pay their salary of regular 
employment as these are purely executive or legislative 
functions and fuither held that the Supreme Court cannot 
arrogate me duties, powers ofme executives and legislature. 
Furmermore, such questions cannot be decided in Court 
on the basis of emotions and sympathies but must be 
decided on legal provisions”. Relying on this decision, 
me Learned Counsel of the Respondent contended since 
the Petitioner was only engaged on contract basis, since 
the Petitioner was absent and she has refused to receive 
the salary from me Respondent authorities and also claimed 
payment of wages untenably for me period for which she 
has not worked (when she had been put in jail under Judicial 
Custody), the Respondent Management has withdrawn 
me engagement for the willful disobedience to receive the 
wages delivered to her and for her regular absence without 
justification and therefore it cannot be termed as 
retrenchment and she is not entitled for any reinstatement 
regularization as alleged by her. I find much force in the 
contentions of me Learned Counsel of the Respondent 
because me Petitioner has not established mat she has 
been in employment under me Respondent Management 
nor she is entitled to the benefits of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. It is well established mat she has been employed only 
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on contract basis and her contract has been terminated by 
a legal notice and under such circumstances, I am not 
Inclined to accept that the termination is illegal or 
unjustified, Under such circumstances, I find this point 
against the Petitioner. 

7. The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief is the workmen is entitled? 

In view of my foregoing findings, namely, the action 
of the Respondent/Management in terminating the services 
of the Petitioner is legal and justified. 1 find the Petitioner is 
not entitled to any relief. 

8. Thus the reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 20th August, 2007) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the 1 Party/Petitioner WWl Smt. B. Pachiyammal 
For the'11 Party/Mgmt. MWl Sri D. Janardhanan 

Documents Marked;— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 Attendance Register signed by the 

Petitioner 

W2 05-07-1997 Representation 

' W3 16-07-1997 Representation 

W4 09-12-1999 Central Administrative Tribunal’s 
Order 

\V5 1 l-09-20(X) Order of the Respondent directed the 

Petitioner to report on Duty 

W6 18-09-2(XX) Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W7 12-10-20(X) Representation against 

Mr Ganesan (with acknowledgement 
Card) 

W8 20-11-20(X) Representation 

W9 05-02-2001 Representation 

(with acknowledgement card) 

WIO 07-04-2001 Representation 

(with acknowledgement card) 

Wll 11-05-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W12 25-05-2(X)l Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W13 July, 2001 Representation 

W14 07-08-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

WI5 03-10-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W16 01-12-2001 Letter for the Respondent 

W17 ]1-12-2(X)1 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W18 26-]2-2(X)l Reply sent by the Respondent 

W19 28-l2-2(X)l Representation to the Senior 

Divisional Engineer (with 
acknowledgement card) 


Ex. No. 
W20 

W21 

W22 

W23 

W24 

W25 

W26 

W27 

W28 

Wz9 


Date Description 

02-01-2002 Representation (with acknowled¬ 
gement card) 

05-01-2002 Letter sent by the Sub-Divisional 
Engineer 

09-01-2002 Representation to the Respondent 
(with acknowledgement card) 

06-02-2(X)2 Reply sent by the Divisional Engineer 
to the Petitioner for the letter dated 
02 - 01-2002 

28-02-2002 Representation to the Respondent 
(with acknowledgment card) 

04-03-2002 Letter from the Respondent 

12-03-2002 Reply given by the Petitioner to the 
Respondent to the letter dated 04-03- 
2002 

19-03-2CK32 Termination Order 

21-03-2002 Representation against the 
termination order 

18-06-2(X)2 Judgement in S-C. No. 301 of 200277. 


From the Management side: 

EX.No. Date Description 

EX.Ml 01-12-2001 Reply of Divisional Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 20-11-2001 

EX-M2 26-12-2001 Reply of Divisional Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 11-12-2001 

EX.M3 05-01-2002 Reply of S-D.E. Groups, Omalur for 
Petitioner letter dated 28-12-2001 

EX.M4 06-02-2(X)2 Reply of Divisional Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 02-01 -2002 

EX.M5 08-02-2002 Acknowledgement of service to 
Petitioner 

EX.M6 21-02-2002 Letter of D.F. Maintenance Rural to 
the General Manager 

EX.M7 25-02-2002 Letter of Inspector to Asstl. 
Divisional Engineer 

EX.M8 04-03-2002 Reply of Divisional'Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 28.02-2002 

EX-M9 06.03-2002 Proof of service to Petitioner 

EX.MIO 11-03-2002 Letter of Sub-Divisional Engineer to 
the General Manager, BSNL. 

Ex. M 11 ll-03-2(X)2 Report of Sub-Divisional Engineer to 
the General Manager, BSNL. 

EX.M12 19-03-2(X)2 Order of Divisional Engineer 

EX.Ml3 21-03-2(X)2 Acknowledgement of Service to 
Petitioner 

EX.Ml4 28-03-2002 Wages Rs, 2000/- sent through M.O. 

by Sub-Divisional Engineer copy 

EX.MIS 28-03-2(X)2 Proofof M.O. received by Petitioner 

EX.M16 30-03-2(X)2 M. O. Acknowledgement 

EX.M 1701-12-1988 The circular of Chief General 
Manager 

EX.M18 17-05-1989 The circular of Chief General MaJiager 
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M 29 2007 

W.3ir. 3368.—afrf^rf^, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ m 

^ TR^ 3k 4>4 «^rT ^ ^, 

3T3^‘t-T Tf akitfw w^, skitfiRr 

3TflR7^r, ^ ^nSETT 21/2002)'^ IRHI^ 

t, •3i) wm ^ 29-10-2007 ^ UM |3n «m 
[■53/13:^-22012/116/2001-3Tl^ 3nT (^Rh^iT-II)] 
3r3R -jfte, srftRJi^ 
Nev/ Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 

S.O. 3368.,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 21/2002) of the 
Industrial Tribunal, Jodhpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India, and their workmen, received by the 
Central (lovemment on 29-10-2007. 

• [No. L-22012/116/2001 -IR (CM- II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
37^5r«r 

arteiTiiT ^ m 

3TteiTrt :- Sft 3 TTT.^At^ 

3|l€l1p|cb 21/2002 

•qrrj^I MiT T^.'?fl.3Tl^. 

«htxt 

'^r^rO' spjik I 

SRpIrf «JRT 10 1947 

■JiMpyfrt 

( I) eft ^pks? Tneff 

(2) ^ XT^ smeff 

srar^ 

^^29-11-2006 

I. "53^9^ ^ 3mt 3Tf«J3JRffi T^. 

22012/116/2001-<JTTf.3m:C?ft.-^.-II) f^^ 17-7-2002 ^ 
3RhR»?RT 10 3kftfw1%5IK3?M^, 1947^ 
m ■^TPTT^ Hx tot f :- 

“Wiiether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Ajmer in terminating the 
services of Shri Ramchandra S/o Shri Motila! Tanwar 
w.e f 24-8-1999 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled to ?” 


2. ‘STPiTf ^ 3PRT xkr-'T^ W 3Tn?R ^ ^ tot XRT 

i ■Straf 3nrTUf ^ 3TT#T -STapT^ 5-1-84 M 

^ XR 1-6-88 ^ 3tof Ikito m 

im ^ ■^aR7 ^ to, ■?R«r -4 akftfn^r toK ^3m\ 
XRI, 3kitto toK 3f. 2/87 ^ 131T W 

to9tT3?f#toto^ 15-9-92 ^9Tftrr tot XRT^ to 

^ xtHT "W ^ "5^: "4 

to to ^ 7000 to 9 ft to 

3Tto^7000 to^torit 
to ^ ^ ^ xjf toR to tot’Rti to 

■^af c|fi4^l0 ajt 3|yi«Tf 3T^Tbt 3TR 

?!?to xjt to to to ^ tto to^r 15-9-92 ^ 
■’jtolT MKri'O 31l^«fci (=^^q) ?P3 

STSpk 3PR7 M4b<y| "^RT fai^A fs'lW 

7-8-98 ^ 3nnaff T«kl MKri'H WxttT 

f^,to^ atototofto? 13-8-98^ 3tto ■ton 

3Tto ^ to ^ toR tRT ^ ^ to ^ ^ •qr^Ttf 
■ 3 ^; 25-8-99 ^ to ^ ^ to •^j) 

TR 3T^t^ Mnri’ll att cTatl ?R 

ft to^3^;4-10-99^ «R 3TI39?T (tot^) 3Rk^ 
3PRT tot 'to 'to to 

iRtoi to ^ "to ‘totR "tom ^ ■jrr®! rtr isrjr 
^ 3Tfcf??Rr toto fg to "wi to irt 13-8-98 ^ 
tot to ^ 3TTn8Tf ^ 3 ^ ito to 

■Sf^X^ "ftot f^RT^ "toR 3TSITat^ ‘gRT 9 Tajf 
RttRT xjf, tor ^RlfRT '5^ 3 ^ TRjR ^ 

<^cii tkn ■'RT R ft ’=bH -^iTtoft '9>t "nf, 
=ttodi ^ ^ to tor XRT, to if "toRS 

3TR ^ arto tort tortr ft 3Rj^ 3Tto irt 
24-8-99 ^Rt ‘STrarf 'bi4ciifl ^ st^f^ tR 

to^ ^tRR 'STatf ^ tot 1 rXRR^ "4 3 ^ 

^ RR tiRjci tor "4 ^ipid fto "to ^ 3Rif MiPd "ftot 
■^n^i 

3. 3TinaTf 3k ^ :>iiqR X|i(j 1 ^ 3ITatf 9^ 

5-1-84 ^ 3toFt^ toto ^ ■f’ ffto totot 

toto ^ 9^ •qr to' TM trt ^ toR to to tfi, 
1-6-86 ^ ■q?qT3 to to if 3to to r to' stpn to 
tot qt ?RT?fR 240 Ikt qtpt to ttor, qto ■f^to 15 - 9-92 

qr^RT qratf qjt to "4 13-8-98 qjttto’qqr 

t^Iq>'i qratf 34 qkt ft iqqT qdi4 qtRf 'steqR 
■qqt 'qqTfb i^*TTf q^ qr q>i4 ■qRqt qie^m f 
3nqftox q^ qr qqt aq, q^ qtoRq to 

f q ft tor f, to qq qt kqm qi: 
qr^raRt qto ^ to q^ qi: Pn^fw qrf qq f, to ^ 
13-8-98 ^ qjq RqmR 240 -fkT to to tor q 1qqm qfr 
■qt^nq qRf q4-q4 a<l«h ^qt ■^^qr f, stftjtotqt qi: 
qrqRTq qqtq sicini ft qtarf "5^ q)T4 Wlsq)< qqi 
IRto qRl 25-iR^ 3f.1q. 3tfqfto ^q^tof qtt qiRqi q[t 
3nq?qq>qr qft Tft q ft qtfer, qtf^ •ktq q ^^itqqr ff qft 
3?mqqjqr ft to ftot 3T3to qtr stfqto to ft 
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4. -m-m ^ ToMf IRT ^ 

fel TT^T fsmi 3T^IT«ff '9(W^ ^ 

3Rn«Tf ^ sflr ^ viiKfe i ^ YP7£r--q^ tar 

f3mi wif ^ ^ Tif I 

5. •#ff-q^* ^^ ^ ^ TT^ I ^ 

f^RIT "W I 


6 . ^ ^ Tneff ^ 5-1-84 ^ 

3^«if ^ 4>4 ^r 1 ^ ^ ^ tar w, 

1-6-88 "iF '<<Nnn<H ^ 

15-9-92 13-8-98 ^■5q:^'qTi^TRlT I 


7. "qf ^ ■5FT ^ iiraf "qr 8TT1^ ^ 24-8-99 


^ ^ ^ ^ Tneff ^ t, 

^ ^ ^ wm 240 1^ 3M8ff ^ 3Tn#f 

<^)i4 l^rqri w ^ 'snMf gi<i <144o’i ^'icih 

^ 3r?gcT ^ f •q ^ ci^ 

■iM f t3;4 1^ ■RT^ a ?ni8T--q^ -qr ^ TTf f I A 

wi-'q^ ^ ^ 13T^ ^ WHT ^ 
13 -8-98 ^ ^ ■qr "W ^ ^ ^ 24-8-99 

?T^7 ^ 7?T, 24-8-99 ^ ^ ^ ^ 

%n "Wl ^ 373TT«ff ^ 3T1 t ^ ^ ?FT«T-'q^ 3R^ ^331 

^ '3l!<lfcl'41 ^ bin’ll ^ 3 <c|| 4 ^'I'il, 

^ WHT 4i 13-8-98 ^ ■sn«ff ^ "5^: 

<41=hi< f^rm ^ M<'^ bin’ll 4i "qF q^Fi ^ t4> Tnqf 


fqqFT "4 Hlct)<l e)i<'ii ■qTFFT t’, fq^FT STT^ctJiR^l 
■qqqqq qqjq sicm, qqiq "sri^ «siii 

q^rqq t”, qrqf qn ^rqrqf ^rt qi^ ^ 4'=ii yqn q^ 
■jq^qr qqr qt^ qraff ^ a wr qr q^' sqqi, ^ 240 i^ 
doiciK qq4 ^ q^‘ fq^qn qiqf q^f ^sql q^' q^ q|i to qF 
TFFT t qqi qiqf 4feqr q^qq ^ aqqR ft qF 
^ qrqi qr qq^n f Iq^ "3^ 240 i^ srqrqf ^ aq#? 
qrqrqRqjRf qR qri w ^ qrqqtq ^^qqq ^qrqiRq 
■SRi2004TRT.q^.q^.(^TOqTf) i062^igtqfqqRqqTqt^ 
qRkrqrqqqrq qlfqqRT^fq^qi^RT^^^qTFTqqTtl^ 


^<i41 qr^ ■'j^qqf q4 "4 240 Fq’ cimicik q)i4 fqRn 
te qq^ qq rr qta qr t alh: fr4' ^ ^ qj^ 
qrtw qRjq ^ arcnqi qjl| qrsq ■jr^ q^ qft afk o^qR 
Tqq qq qflfa^F qroi qqtRi q^' ti iq qftlRqlqqf q qrqf ^ 
Tqq ^ T^feqr qro ^ an^R m rf "te fw q^’ rrt qr 


qqqrf Iq^ 41 <^<1 ft "jq: [ci4 qr^ q^ q^RRIqq^ ski 
qm^ q| qqiypqd q^t qrfh^ 24-8-1999 ^ Tiqr q4 ^ 240 
qqj wmi qnrr^f ^ R^lq qn4 fq^n ^ t 


8. qsq q F^ RT^ q?t ftqfq q rf qiR qm rt 

qqRT 3M4f ^ qiqf qjt fqrqi qqT Fi I ^ irqfF ^ 

qRi 25-F7F, 25-qTt ^ 25-Trq ^ qqrqiqf qq qqrfqq aqn^f 
^ TOT q^' qrqr qr qqKTn Fq qftf^^rW q qr^f q^ 
TNrgfqq q^q qrR ^TT^ qq qrtf qqqq q#’ ti qrqf qq^ 
aff^qtq qr4 qq aifqqq^ hfI i 

9 . 1q^qq ^ ar^qR Fq qq rcft fr 
qft dnl q tq^ qqqr Iqqr rtctt : 


10. arsnsff ^ TnMf qrt 24-8-1999 ^ ■^qrg^q fq^n 
TOT qfgq q;q _qTi Tnqf qrtf ar^ to qR^ qq 
arfqqqfl q^ It 1 

11 . Fq 3^qT^ qrl TOTOT^ TO q^qqr qfr fqqn 

^ I 

12. RF afqr^ ajRlqqfqT 29-11-2006 qrl 3^ ■^qrqTFRT 
4f "^RTFr qqr i 

■5^ FTFT, ^qiqrqhT 
qf Iff#, 30 arq^, 2007 
qq.aq. 3369.—afraltelqTO arf^tro, 1947 (1947 
qq 14) qft qrq 17 ^ ar^qqiT ■^q(tq qrqrR 4 qqqiFq 
FcRyir^ FRT"^. Ff^ ^qqTO^qq^ 

ark qq^ qrkqqk’ ^ #q, ar^q k fqfe aflFikqqr Ifto k 
qrqqr arkitfqq^ arfqqrqiT/aTq qf R<rtn1-] 

^ qro (^4 FRsqr 74/2003) qft TOf^ qRcft t, qfl 

^qkqqrqTRqfl 29-10-2007 qrt TO fan qr 1 

[q. f^-11012/8/2003-aTT|aTR(^-I)] 

■?% TOT TOq, arfqqqft 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 
S.O. 3369.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 74/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi-1 now as shown in the Annexure in 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Sunshine Interprises by M/s. Indian 
Airlines and their workmen which was received by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/8/2003-lR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

qq^ «t qq to, Mliiqlq arfljqqft 
qrqqr alhitfqqF arfq^qir tiq arq qroq qt§^ 1, 
aqr ^ ^ 

a H^lP l ch I^TO 74/2003 

aT«q^, 

faqro tnqro^ 

3 q^.qt..fTFq, 
qqi qrk, 
q| 

.qq^qqr 

TOR 

qFTqq'qq^, 

kqk FP^'Fqq qaq qq^, 

arrl ^ aril zfkqqr i, 

WR, q^ fefr 

2. kqk qqqiFq f^tsttf^, 
q-60, fqqrqT ffl, 
qTTTOT qqr 4, 
qf 14^1 I 
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3. 3T?f’n 

T^?T. 423, 
m Tft. 

I 

.-SHtTSF 

^ ebtlcrl4>M '^, T^tTSF 

-^TT^ 9w sm 3Ti^ -^fTs^n T^?r- 

1 1012/08/2003-3TT^ 3TK ^ 1 RniT+d 28-05-03 ^ 7TF7T 
Pi*^lcif<s(ci f45fT^ :- 

‘ ‘Whether the demand of Airport Employment Union 
for reinstatement of Shri Jaipal helper by M^. Sunshine 
Enterprises, Contractor, engaged by M/s, Indian Airlines 
is just, fair and legal? If yes, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from what date?” 

1. ^ ^ ^3TT(R ^ ^ ^ 

"Wi y41'3i=h ■'7^ ^ "pr [qqis ■'R 

^ mm t cT«7T Tssf ^ ^ 

yHiR'ld hRi ^ Hi'^ni 3iM f^-ifeh 3-10-2007 

^ et)Hcn "^iTcT CMl'l) 37W "^RIH ^ 

37k '-4^ f^lT '5^7 fqqi<^ k* ^ m ^ 

w ^ W t ^yPdCC W ^ ^ 

9ft ^?T ^ rqpTt ^ ^ WT ^ Sn^TR ^7 
^ '5nr[T t 7187T •»7>T|d ^iHsId ^ ^ tl 
■f^F 3-10-2007 ■TRT fw ■^, 37f*7^ 

M 30 2007 

^.377. 3370.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ '!7Rr 17 ^ k’, 

^Fim A ^ 3ra«rcT5r ^ 77 ^ 

frfqt57^ 3fk 4)4=bK't’ ^ ^, 37^'«7 4kife sfNitte 

4’ 37ft7^Td/9R7 

•^rf f^-I '5^ kw (rM 75/2003) ^ ^\\kM ^Rdt 

t, "Sfl WmR ^ 29-10-2007 37t 371^1 l^TT STT I 

[k.-R^-l 1012/7/2003-371^ 37R Ckt-I)] 
^5 dm «r^l77, STkn'biO 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 
S.O. 3370.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Gov emmeni hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 75/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial D ispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Sunshine Enterprises by M/s. Indian 
Airlines and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/7/2003-IR (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


aT^afer 

?tfr ^ 4teT#T 37^75^ 

'mgjTT, 37flW)7ui xr^ sm 

XT7SE7T 1, 37TT. %. ^ 

afhsitfkgj trsett 75/2003 

37»7y, 

ti37T^ 

3,#.4t. ¥R77, 

Wt "RFf, 

I 

2. 4774 79FT771FT 
R. 6 C^ kRRd 54 , 

CiMSn i'K 4, 

24 I 

3. 4774 37^ ^Z75nf#5r, 

4. 423, 

«hlHti "tTI 
Rcrft I 


4774 R377 dl^, 

377^41 374zf47R7 1, 

4i<nH ^ f<cn1 I 

..374^ 

9ft ^bMcidild c^TFlt, 374^7^ 

4w 

X77^ 9R H4ldR7 ^ 377^ ’THs^T T^d- 
11012/12/2003-374 3777 4t 1 P^dlf^Jd 28-05-03 ^ t7?7T 
Pi*^Icnnsid fqqis 4^ :— 

"Whether the demand of Airport Employees Union 
in regard to reinstatement of services of Shri Mehar Chand, 
Cleaner engaged by M/s. Sunshine Enterprises by 
M/s. Indian Airlines, New Delhi is just, fair and legal? If 
yest, to what relief is the workman is entitled and from 
what date? 

1.14^ M^Hd ^ ^ 3M‘7IR14Nt ^ 4tfe7 4^ 
<b4^T(l ^ 37^77 ^ f4c»<“i M^d f4>^l "tl y’4l'3ich 

4 3774^ 4^ ■477 '577 f4qi<7 ^ "^T^t ’'77' 

377T7? 4 77®77 3f7l4^ yHlPuia 3714 4^ 

^ ^ %Xr W7 Rfmi 377^ 14^ 3-10-2007 ^ 4t 
^ 4 37W WT 44 4^ 37^ ^ 3^7 W7 

% ^ t4^ 4 ^ ^ 9R 4^1d^ ^ w 344^^ 

^ 4^ 4 ?77%75 "^Tl |qqi<^ ^ 4^ f4>^ "^nkl 4t qinoi 

^ 3!77«7R "97 ■27? t4^ 4^ 147^77 ^ t 
c7«77 4115^1 <^if<si<n ?9R77 4t "^Tldt 4 I 

77? f4?^, yldiTTkr 344^ 
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30 2007 

^.3TT, 3371.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ mn 17 ^ ■p. TRm^ 

^ ^ Tfsr^ 

Pl^W+T sfk’H^ 4)i^=bKT^#g, 31^'^ ■^‘f^rfe 

^f^T^-I 81/2003) ^ y^hlpi/ld 

29-10-2007 ^31M13TT 2TT I 

[RT. 1^-11012/17/2003-3TTf 31R(#-I)] 

R% wu arfeift 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 

S.O. 3371. —In pursuance of Section !7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 81/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, New Delhi-1 now as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Sunshine Interprises by 
M/s. Indian Airlines and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-lI012/17/2003-lR(C-l)] 

SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

9ft RTtT Midi Hi H aftwft 

3ftiqg>Tnr ti^ snr trw i, 

31TT. 

3fl^jinich ^Vswi 81/2003 

9ft 

796 m^H.I 

■jft, 

r'ttrtil-63 


“Whether the demand of Shri Mani, Contract Labour 
of M/s. Sunshine Enterprises under the M/s. Indian 
Airlines New Delhi for reinstatement/regularization of his 
services by M/s. Indian Airlines is justified ? If yes, to 
what relief is the workman is entitled and from what date?” 

1, pcfciK ^ ■qsjf ^ -ilPeRi 

fr "0^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

3THlf f rl2TT ^ STT^ ^ yHlP^ld 31% % 

^TTfr^%ti;TFR‘frFTTt 371^ 3-10-2007 %t 

rWft "4 3PflT WfH 31^ ^ 3ffr 

%r ^ ft ^ ^ 9P4 Hftld4 ^ IRT SltelTT 

■5% ft^ tjtit t ^ ^ ftft ^1 ^ 

■^frrf r^TPft ^ fRT ^ 3TmR 'cn; sift "t’ 

cT??T RFr?^ ^tiHsid ^ 'll 

1%Tf^ 3-10-2007 ftcT fft% Mt'cJlftlH 31%^ 

^ 30 3T^^, 2007 

W.3TT. 3372.—3ltftlp!<+ arfftPm, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ ?^rT 17 ^ 3T^^3RUTft', RIWR ft. TRW 
■?eT3fTfft3r ft. ft/ 3lft^Rft ^ TTO 

ft RTR^ 3ftftrftRi 3lfrmR/9R 

(RRft RftsR 76/2003) %t3Rn%R Wt 
ft, ftt TR^ %t 29-10-2007 %t31M13TT 8TTI 

[ft. t^-11012/12/2003-3Tft 3TR (ftt-I)] 
RftF TRT 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 

S.O. 3372. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 76/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi-I now as shown in the Annexure in 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Sunshine Interprises by M/s. Indian 
Airlines and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/12/2003-IR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 


R?T3lft?4^, 
ft^ift ■q;3r 
311^ ftt 3Tft 1, 

WicrlH "Rf ftbdl 

.31^^^ 

ftxITT 

RR^ 9R ft^ldM ^ 3TTft?l RRs^ 3^- 
11012/17/2003-311^ 3TTR ftl 1 28-05-03 ^ W 



ar^ftsr 

RRT^ 9ft Rftr fft?‘ mIcSIHIh 3Tfwft 

Ht ' chB afNftftrar aiteRnr 9nT mjicto rr^jt i 
31TT ^ W’ 

3ftPick rrspit 76/2003 

796 H.l,frf^ ■ 3 ft, 

■^fftTRt-63 


.^Hft+nR 
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^Rm 

■JTWWsfVSFT, 

3Trf ^ 3Ti^ 1, 

. 

?iTt <+.Hdcbld pSTFTl 

-^TT^ ^RT STT^TF 

-qicT- 11012/12?2003-3TTf 3TIT#-1 28*05-2003 ^ 

^"cl ^TRf^rTfecT ^ ^ :- 

"Wliether the demand of Shri Ashok Kumar, Contract 
Labour of M/s Sunshine Interprises under the Indian 
Airlines New Delhi for reinstatement/regularization of his 
ser\'ices by Indian Airlines is justified '? If yes, to what 
reliefis the workman entitled and from what date? 

fdciK ^ ^ 'ilfel 

■^PITi ■gHT M'^ci 1V)<HI ‘iMi 'tl 

Trte? m T3°F TnaNr ^ ^ ^ •r 

^ 3TTW t ^8Tt ^ ^ 

3TR 3-10-2007 

j ^ 3PRT "^^TR ^ 94id 

3%^<^lH fRT f?T fqqi«\'4' q<^(ritq HqidM 'g[RT 

^=1 SlfeTCfT ^ i ^ 1^ 

^ =FTR TO r^TFfl ^ WT ^ Sn^lK m 
1 to '^rmr t •^rfeR ^ ti 

1^1^3-10-2007 

^ ftr?’ ■qtHToh 
313^^,2007 

3373.—3#1^, 1947 (1947 
■^71 14) ^4 ^ 17 ^31^<Ul-4, 
iftm WTO R5n5 PH-Ml^chll' afR «K4chKl ^ 

3t^ 4 4 f4f^ aD^ilHi^ .4 mro aMte 
stItor 4. I, ^ (4^4 44^104/2007) ^ 

t, 4t ^41^^?77TO ^ 31-10-2007 ^ TO 

|:3n 8^TI 

[4 TtR- 12012/87/2006-314 3TR (4t-l)] 
3TW <^dK, 3lf4=FRl 
New Delhi, the 31st October, 2007 

S.O. 3373.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 04/2007) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal No.l, 
New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure. in the industrial 


dispute between the management of State Bank of India, 
and their workman, received by the Central Government on 
31-10-2007. 

[No. L-12012/87/2006-IR(B-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Olficer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRULTRIBUNAL NO. I, 
NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 4/2007 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri A.K, Malhotra Through 
The Sr. Vice President, 

All India State Bank of India 
Staff Federation, 1st Floor, 

State Bank of India, Local Head Office, 

Pt. Jawahar Lai Marg, 

Bhubaneswar-751001 

Bhubaneswar (Orissa) .Workman 

Versus 

The Dy. Managing Director cum Corporate 
Development Officef, 

State Bank of India, 

Corporate Office, 

Mandadme Came Road, 

Mumbai. .Management 

Appearances;—^None. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L- 120I2/87/2006-IR(B-l) dated 
15-1-2007 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication;— 

"Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India in starting the parallel proceedings against the 
workmen i.e. S/Shri AK. Malhotra, G.N. Parashar, G. Sharma, 
M.C. Sharma, Gopal Lai Meena, Ved Prakash Sharma, Tej 
Singh Ram, Vikram Singh, Prakash Bharti and B.L. Kanojia 
is legal and justified? If not to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to?" 

2. Reference as received 12-2-07 and notice to the 
parties was ordered to be issued for filling of claim on 
18-4-2007. None for the workman appeared on 18-4-2007, 
14-6-07, 16-8-2007 and today also none for the workmen 
appeared despite registered A.D. notice dated 17-8-07 It is 
2:30 pm. It appears that the workmen are not taking interest 
in the prosecution of the reference. Hence, No Dispute 
award is passed. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated. 22-10-2007 

SANT SfNGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
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■=Tff^,31 37^,2007 
W,3ITr. 3374. —3TfVf^, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

cbN'Ri/H ^ 31^’Klcf^ 

sfiT ^ 37^‘y sltialf'ieb 

3ilWlPi't> 37fV«b<’J| 2, Ni«lt'A 

wn 63/2005) ^ y4ilf?lc1 t, ^ 

TTTIFR^ 31-10-2007 1371 ^TTI 

[77.13:^-42012/300/2003-371^ 37R (Kh37T-II)] 
3713T7T ^JTR arf^^ 

New Delhi, the 31 st October, 2007 
S.O. 3374.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 63/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of National 
Industrial Development Corporation Ltd,, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on31-10-2007. 

[No. L-42012/300/2003-1R(CM- II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Shri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) of the 1. D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 63 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of National Industrial Development 
Corporation Ltd. and their workman. 
APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workmen : None 

On behlf of the employers : None 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Industrial Development 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(l)(d) of the 1. D. Act, 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. L-42012/300/2003-IR (CM-Il) dated 
10th June, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

''Whether the termination of Shri Sudtpta Roy, Peon 
by the management of National Industrial 
Development Corporation Ltd., Ranchi on 27-10-1990 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief he is 
entiled?.” 

2. In this case the concerned workman only appeared 
once but subsequently failed to appear before the Tribunal. 


Management side also failed to appear before this Tribunal, 
However, it transpires from the record that a letter has been 
received from the management along with a copy of order 
dt. 13-1-2005 of Hon'ble High Court of Judicature at New 
Delhi wherein the Hon'ble Court has passed order to wind 
up the Company i.e. the employers in the instant reference. 
It also further appears that in view of the said order of the 
Hon'ble Court and pursuant to the decision taken by the 
Government of India and Board of Directors all the 
employees have opted for voluntary Separation Scheme 
and they are no longer in employment of the management. 

In view of the facts and circumstances, as the 
Company has been wound up and as the concerned 
workman failed to appear subsequently to his first 
appearance before this Tribunal inspite of issuance of 
notices, a 'No dipute’ Award is passed in this case 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute between 
the parties, 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer, 
1 ^7^^, 2007 

W.3TT. 3375.—RlcIK 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 3T5?R^ 

"3^ ^4ehKT ^ 

37teTn/?R ^ fefi-i, ^mi^ ^ *4^ (77^4 

Tfrsqr 237/99) ^ ^J7?h i, ^ 777^ ^ 

31-10-2007 m 

[77.73;^-11012/52/99-371^ 3777 (7fr-I) ] 
7% 'm 37fV7^ 

New Delhi, the 1 st November, 2007 

S.O. 3375.— In pursuance of. Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 237/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court New Delhi-1, now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Air India and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/52/99-lR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA J AWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFHCER 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL 
NO.fNEWDELHl 

I.D. No. 237/99 

In the matter of dispute between ■. 

Shri Devender Kumar 
S/o Shri Ram Chander, 

T-73, East Mehram Nagar, 

Palam Airport, 

New Delhi. 


... Workman 
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Versus 

I'he General Manager, 

Personal, S.H.R., 

Air India, l.G.l. Airport, 

I’emiinal- 11, 

New Delhi-110010. ... Management 

APPEARANCES 

Workman in person. 

:;5hri V. P. Gaur A/R for management, 

AWARD 

The: Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-11012/52/99 (C-1) dated 3-12-99 has 
refeiTed the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication 

“Whether the action of the man^ement of Air India, 
LG.l. Airport, New Delhi in not regularizing Shri 
Davinder Kumar s/o Shri Ram Chander, Casual 
Loader w.e.f 25-5-85 is justified and legal ? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to and from what 
date ?” 

2. 3rief facts to this case as culled from record are 
that the workman was employed as casual worker and he 
has been working continuously from 25-5-85 till 1989. He 
has completed more than 240 days as on 31-12-87. Hence 
he is enti led to be absorbed/regu lari zed in the employment 
of Air India but the management has not regularized his 
services which resulted in the above dispute referred for 
adjiidica ion. It is further stated that (I) to regularize them 
from the date of their recruitment (2) to pay them same 
wages as paid to their permanent counter parts from the 
date of their initial recruitment (3) To restrain the 
manager lent of Air India from transferring its Units to the 
Internationa] Airport Authority of India and (4) i;o restrain 
the International Airport Authority of India from getting 
work done from private contractor. The workman was one 
of the concerned workmen in the said industrial dispute at 
serial No. 33 of Annexure 11 to the said reference. In the 
Annqxuie 11 to reference order the date of Joining of 
workman is shown as 26-5-85 and number of days worked 
are shov/n as 328 days. That the Industrial dispute was 
numbered as l.D.No. 99/87 and this Tribunal was pleased 
to pass av/ard dated 4-3-1991. The award was passed in 
terms of the scheme of regularization brought out by the 
Air Indiii Management. It is further stated without prejudice 
to the aliove that the workman had rendered continuous 
services as contemplated under Section 25-B of the I D, 
Acl. The* management gave deliberate breaks in service 
just to dc-ny the legal right to regularization or permanency 
of job and in view of continuous services for long period a 
right to iiermanency of job accrued to the workman. Hence 
he was otherwise eligible to be considered for consideration 
to reguliirization. The management kept on regularizing 
casuals n a phased manner and in July, 1997 casuals were 
regularized. The action of the management amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The management even refused 
to entertain the letters of the workman vide letter 
dated 24-5-98 and therefore he raised the above dispute. 
The action of the management is, therefore, unjustified 
and illegal being in negation of the provisions of the 1. D. 
Act, In view of the above the workman has sought an 


award in his favour directing the management to regularize 
his services w.ei f 25-5-85 and with consequential benefits 
of wages. 

3. Claim was contested by the mane^ement by filing 
written statement raising preliminary objection that the 
claimant has worked as casual worker with the management 
only in the year 1985, 1986 and 1988. Thereafter, he 
abandoned the work of his own. Workman is not entitled 
to regularization as per scheme as he has not completed 
requisite number of 240 days on 31-12-87 til! then he has 
only worked for 220 days and as such he is not entitled to 
be regularized as claimed. Claim of the workman that he has 
worked for 320 days as per annexure II is contrary to the 
record and is denied It is also denied that he has not worked 
for more less than 240 days as on 31-12-87, that he was 
eligible for regularization in terms of the award dated 4-3- 
91. It is also denied that the management ever admitted 
that the workman has worked for 328 days prior to 
31-12-87. His claim is false and is contrary to record ofthe 
management and is denied as false being contrary to the 
record. It is also denied that the workman was paid salary 
on monthly basis or that he rendered continuous service 
as claimed. He only worked intermittently in the year 
1985 to 1987 and in fact has not reported for work even for 
a single day in the year 1987. It is denied that the 
management indulged in any unfair labour practice by not 
regularizing the workman. Management has regularized all 
those eligible workman in terms of award dated 4-3-91, It is 
further stated that 112 writ petitioners were regularized 
subject to Air India Recruitment Procedure in terms of clause 
VI of the Scheme and such regularization was completed 
by 1993 and the workman who were regularized in July, 97 
were a different set of workman, being regularized pursuant 
to order ofHon'ble High Court of Delhi inCWPNo. 2121/ 
95 the workman has no cause of action to raise the present 
dispute. His claim is otherwise totally baeed by delay and 
liable to be dismissed. In view of the above the claim is 
sought to be dismissed. 

4. Written statement was followed by rejoinder 
wherein the controverted facts of the written statement 
were refuted and those ofthe claim statement were reiterated 
to be correct. 

5. After completion of pleadings the case was fixed 
for evidence and management examined Shri Azeem Akbar 
as MW 1 in support of its case while the workman examined 
himself as WWI in support of his case. 

6.1 have heard the workman in person, Shri V. P. Gaur 
A/R for the management and have gone through the record 
meticulously. 

7. The workman in order to be regularized is required 
to complete 240 days as on 31 December, 1987 according 
to the above said terms. The workman claims that he has 
worked for 328 days till December, 1987 but the management 
denies that he has worked for 328 days hut claims that he 
has worjeed only for 222 days during the entire span of 
service in Air India as on 3I-i2-'87 and has not worked for 
240 days as required during the said period. The 
management has also filed the extract of his attendance 
from his attendance register which shows that during the 
year 1985 the workman has worked for 57 days and that 
during the year 1986 he has worked for 165 days. Thus 
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according to management he has worked only for 222 days 
during the entire period and not worked for 240 days in an\ 
year. Workman has failed to prove that he has worked for 
240 days during the entire period of service and thus in my 
view he is not entitled to be regularized in view of the 
scheme dated 10-5-90 as mentioned vide award dated 
4-3-91. The workman is not entitled to any relief of 
regularization. Award is accordingly passed. Eile be 
consigned to record room, 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 

Dated 18-10-07 

Tlfeh, 1 2007 

3376. —ayifJW 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17 ^ m 

^ ^ fT%5T^‘ ^ ^ 

73/2005) ^ t, ^ ^31 10 -2007 

^ Tira ^30 8?II 

[U Tt^-20012/8/2005-311^ ) ] 

^ ^3r?RT, srftmfl 
New Delhi, the 1 st November, 2007 
S.O. 3376 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 73/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuni-Labour 
Court, Dhartbad-II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. U20012/8/2005-IR (C-1)] 
SNEH I.ATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

Bfe FDRE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUN AL(No. 2) AT 
miANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Nagcndra Kumar, Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)ofthel.D.Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 73 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of BCCL's W. W. Zone and their workman. 

APPEARANCt:S 

On behalf of the workmeti : None 

On behlf of the employers : Mr. U, N. Lai I, Advocate, 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal- 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23 rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(1) (d) of the I. D. Act, 1947 has referred 
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ilie roilov\ ing diispute to this I ribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. I *20012/8/2005-1. R, (C-l) dated, the 19th 
July. 2005 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of 
M/s Dugda Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL in not 
providing, employment to Jharo klnttar D/o Late 
Shami Kaitiin is fair and justified? If not to what relief 

1. t the said Jharo Kttmati entitled? 

2. In this case neither the concerned \VoHtrnan nor 
Ills representative appeared before this Tribunal. 
Management side, however, made appearance through their 
authorised representative, it transpires from the record that 
registered notices and show cause notice were issued 
consecutively to the concerned workman/sponsoring 
union . In terms of Rule lOBofthel. D, Central Rules, 1957 
it is mandatory on the part of the concerned workman/ 
sponsoring union to file Statement ofclairtt, list of reliance, 
documents evidence etc. Before the Tribunal wHhih 15 days 
from tlie date of receipt of the order of reference. The 
concerned workman/sponsoring union not only violated 
the above rules but also even did not cmisider necessary 
to respond to the notices issued by this Tribunal. Gesture 
of the workman/sponsoring union if is taken into 
consideration wilt ekpose clearly that they are not interested 
to proceed with the hearing of this case. 

Under such circumstances, this Tribunal finds no 
ground to adjourn the case suomoto for months together. 
Hence, the case is closed and a No dispute' Award is passed 
in this reference presuming non-existence of any Industrial 
dispute between the parties. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
I 2007 

3377. 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17^ 3fr5^TrJT ^ ^ 

fPT. ^ ^ ^ #5, 

WIT 77/2005) ^ ^ 

31-10-2007 fan w\ 

[n TT^-200l2/42/2005-3n^3IR (#-1)1 

^ "ST^, "trsF aiffi+id 

New Delhi, the 1st November, 2007 
S.O. 3377.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govcnnnent hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 77/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum-Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-ll now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between employers in relation to the 
rnanagemeni of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. I ,-20012/42/2005-lR (C-!)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, DeskOfficer 
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pmifw iwcpfiii^u^aov^^ 

lAfPP^^PM^TIMIIUNAI^ 

SM Nn^^din KunuuFi |*re»WiRg Officer 
|n tllie miUtcf pf jin IndustriaJ vrnd^ Seciion 10(1) 

(d)oft|ieI.p.APt,l»47. 

No, 77 of 

Bmployers in relation to the management 
of M/§' BCCB'§ Qlooit 11 Area and their 
i¥0ftenant 
AWMIANCi:iS 
OniBchaJfofthpwprhman : None 

On lliehalfpftbp employers ; Mr-P-K-Vemm, 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand 

Indnstry ; Coal, 

Patedt t JhanMt the 23rd October, 2007 

AWAW) 

The Oaveinmeot of India, Mimstry of L^ibour and 
jEmjiloyntent, in eitercise of the powers confened on them 
iiin#^ Section 10(1) (d) of the I P- Act, IW has re ferred 
the lollpwlng dtsipnte to this Tribunal fof adjudication vide 
dieiir order No. umumn 005- I.R.(C-I) dated, the 
:>6thJ|uiy,2na5. 

SCHWIUE 

“Whether the demand of the Rashtriya Colliery 
Maadpor (Congress from the management of BCCL 
Bh)ck’|l ^^ea that the anomaly in the fixation of 
pay of S/SU, Nr K. Jha. A, Raaa Ansari and P.C. Jha 
Fprman 1/C w e f l-fr-96vi$-a*vte their juniors may 
be rectified, is justified ? If so, to what relief are the 
workmen entitled ?” 

% In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
hjs representative appeared before this Tribunal, 
iy^agement side, however, made appearance through 
their authorised representative. It transpires from the 
lecord that registered notices and show cause notice 
were issued consecutively to the concerned workman/ 
ippfitspring unioii). In terms of Rule lOB of the I.D. 
(jeniral Rules, }9S7 it is mandatoiy on the part of the 
ttonterned workman/sponsoring union to file Statement 
pf claim, list pf reliance, dpeuments evidence etc. before 
the Tribunal witlltin 13 days from the date of receipt of 
the order of reference. The concerned workman/ 
spoiitspring union not only vlol^ed the above rules but 
also even did not consider necessary to respond to the 
notices issui^ by this Tribunal. Gesture of the workman/ 
sponsoring union if is taken into consideration will expose 
cleaiiy that d^ are not interested to proceed with the 
hearing of this case. 

Under suclt circumstances, this Tribunal finds no 
f^und to adjourn the case suo moto for months together, 
jjence, the case is closed and a 'No dispute’ Award is 
(tassipd in this reference presuming non existence of any 
industrial dispuh? between the parties, 

Ni\GENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer. 


^ 1 *t*i*^<, 2007 

mm. 3378 —frwK 1947 (1947 

^ 14)^ RW i7^3rps(^ fr,^Nrit7rr^ m ^ 
fri ^ Trira: aqri atd+ulf dVa, 
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99/2005) ^ JWjffrId w11, ^ ^31-10-2007 

^ TO ^an «ni 

[U Tt^-20012/108/2005-30^ aTR(TEh-I) ] 
^t?iT "smro, arfrjchiO 
New Delhi, the 1st November, 2007 

S.O. 3378.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 99/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Dhanbad-li asshown inthe Annexure in industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received 1^ the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/108/2005-IR(C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

AlWXURE 

BfVOReTHECEhrnULGOVERNMENT 
lNDUSTillALTRIBUNAL(N0.2) AT 
DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)ofthe I.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 99 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of M/s. BCCL's W. J. Area and their 
woikman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman ; None 

behalf of the employers ; Mr. U. N. Lall, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10( 1) (d) of the I, D, Act, 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. L-20012/108/2005-I.R. (C-1) dated the 
2nd November, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of BCCL, 
20/21 Pits Muralidih to dismiss Sri Sona Ram 
Manjhi, Miner/Loader Personal No. 02983435 only 
vkfe Older dt 26^2004/2-2-2004 is and justified ? 
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 


‘)568 


.1. In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his icprescnlative appeared bel'oie this Tribunai. 
Manaeenient side, however, made appearance through 
their atiihoriscd representative. It transpires Iroin the 
record that registered notices and show cause notice 
were issued consecutively to the concerned workman' 
iponsoring union, in terms of Rule lOB ol the l.I). 
reniral Rules. 1957 it is mandaloiw on the part oh the 
concerned workman sponsoring union to tile Statement 
1 ) 1 ’claim, list til'reliance, documents evidence etc. before 
ihc iiibunal \Mihin 15 days from the date of receipt of 
dll’ e.iicr of reference. I'he concerned workman' 
sponsoring union not only violated the above rules but 
,ils(> i vi-ti dk) not consider necessary to respond to the 
noo'c. . Issued by this 'I'ribunal. Ge.sture of the workman ' 
sp<’iisor in :2 union if is taken into consideration will eepose 
ckuHv that liiey are not interested to proceed with the 
hear; g of' ilar-> case. 

I. nder such circumstances, tliis rribiinai finds no 
ground adjourn the case suo moto for moiiths together. 
Hence, the ca.se is clo.sed and a 'No di.spuic' Award is 
ptissed m tl'iis reference pre.suming non-c.Mstencc of any 
’nduunat di',puic bctcvccn the parties 

NAGhNDRA KUMAR. Ihesiding Oflleei 
T:j 2007 
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New Detlii. the Ut November. 2007 

SO. -.-in pursuattce of Section I? of the 

Indu'.trui! [)i ,p(itc.s Act. 1947 {14 of 1947). the Central 
(iow 'i incni lierchr publishes the Asvard (Ref, No. 96.'2005) 
1)1 ii<t Cenirai Government Indu.stria! fribiina! L-abour 
t'ouri Uhanhad !! no\\ as shbwn in tlic .Anne.xiire in the 
m h sii ai dispute heivvcen the employers in relation to ftie 
miii agement oi' BCCL and their svorkman. which waas 
renn ised i)\ the Central Goveniment on 3 i-]0-2007. 

[No,L- 20012 2.^4 2003dR(C- 1)1 
SNEH LA'fA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

annfaurf: 

BF FORE THE CENTRAL GOV F RN \1 ENT 
iNDLSTRIALTRIBUNAL(No. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Sbri Nagetidra Kumar, Presiding Officer 

i;'! iiic maticT of an industrial Dispute under 
Njcnon 10( l)(d)ofthe I. D. Act. 1947. 


[Part H—Sfc. 3(ii)j 

Refei ence No. 96 of 2005 

P.4RTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of M. s. fK'Xlfs Jeaigora Colliery and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workiiten : None 

On behalfofthe emplcAcis : None 

Slate ; .I bark hand 

Industry : Coal. 

Dated I jiianbLid the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

1 lie Goveiiimcai ol India. Ministry' of Labour and 
hiupfoymc-ni. in e.'tercisc of die powers conferred on them 
under Section l()( I) (d) ol the i. D. Act. 1947 has referred 
the follocting disf^ute lo this T ribunal for adjudication vide 
ihcir order No 1.-2001 2 2,54/200.3-1.R. (C-1) dated the 
2nd November, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

■' Whether tne liction of the management of BCCL. 
.leal.aora Coliicrv. in ^v^thdra^v)ng the practice of 
payment of c\lra ‘ha7<rec' for 'gntka’ to the 
Trammers ts piMillcd If'not, to what relief arc the 
Oiorkman eoncerned entitled 

2 In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his reprc.scniativc appeared before this T'ribunal. None 
also appeared on Dehalfoftbe management. It transpires 
ii'om the record that registered notices and show cau.se 
notice wore issued to the concerned svorkman/sponsoring 
union for causing ilieir appealtince before this Tribunal, 
a also further revcais from the record that the concerned 
’.'.ork.men sponsoiiiie union not only failed to comply 
'.vith Rule JOB ofthe i.D, (Central) Rules, 1957 but also 
oven did not consider iiecessaiy to respond to the noiicc.s 
•ssued by this ft ibunal. Management side also failed to 
appear before this I ribuna! inspite of issuance of notices 
to (hem ['hcreforc. if'gesture of both sides is taken into 
consideruiion it will e.spose clearly that they are not 
interested to proceed \Mtli the hearing of Itis case. Under 
sncii circtjm.siance.s. tfiis Iribunal finds no ground to 
adjourn the case ,suo moto for month.s together. Hence, 
(he lusc is closed and a 'No dispute’ Award is passed 
in tnis reference presuming non-c.Kistencc of any industrial 
dispute between the panics. 

NAGLNDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
'li ffreff, 1 44147 2007 

W.aTT. 3380.-334Ill447 f44T^ 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 1 st November, 2007 
S.O,. 3380 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 23/2001) 
of tlie Cend al Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Ccmrt Dhanbad II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
imlustrial dispute between the management of IISCO and 
thiiir workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 31-10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/420/200{)-1R(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BETORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRlBUNAL(No.2)AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Shii’i Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 
In the malter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) ofthel.D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 23 of 2001 

P/VRTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of IISCO and their workmen, 
APPEARANCXS 

On behalf of the workmen : Mr. B. B. Pandey, 

Advocate 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D. K. Verma, 

Advocate 

Slate : Jharkhand 

Iridustry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23 rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10( 1) (d) of the 1. D. Act., 1947 has referred 
th e follov/ing dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
tl eir Order No. L-20012/420/2000-1. R. (C-1) dated, the 
25th January, 2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union that the 
workman Sri Ananta Bouri, Mech Fitter Cat. IV of 
Noonoodih Jitpur Colliery of M/s. Indian Iron and 
Steel Co. Ltd may be regularised in Gr. Vl/Gr. “C” 
(Tech.) Is justified? If so, to what relief is the 
workman entitled and from what date?. 

2. In this case both the parties appeared and filed 
their respective Written Statement, Documents etc. 
Thereafter the case proceeded along its course. 
Subsequently at the stage of evidence a Memorandum of 
Settlement was filed by the parties under their signature. 
1 he concerned workman involved in the was interrogated 
about the terms of settlement to which he expressed his 
s itisfaction. Perused the said Memorandum of settlement 
and heard both sides. I find that the terms of settlement 
are fair, proper and in accordingly said Memorandum of 
settlemenl is accepted and an Award is passed in terms 
tliereof which forms part of the Award as Annexure. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


ANNEXURE 


Memorandum of settlement arrived between the 
Management of SAIL-ISP, Noonodih-Jitpur 
Colliery and its workman namely Sri Ananta 
Bouri, P. No. 1504, Mech,, Fitter. 

Representing Management Representing Workman 


Sri C, M. Chacko 
Manager (Pers.) 

nsco 

Noondin-Jitpur Colliery 


Sri Anata Bouri 
P. No. 1504 
Mech. Fitter 
N/Jitpur Colliery • 


Short Recital of the Case 


Sri Ananta Bouri, P. No. 1504, Machanical Fitter, Jitpur 
Colliery had raised an Industrial Dispute before the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner (Central), Dhanbad for his promotion 
from Cat.- IV to Cat.-VI. The conciliation procceeding ended 
in failure as Management was not agreeable to consider 
the demand. Subsequently the Ministry of Labour has 
referred the matter for adjudication to the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2 Dhanbad and the 
proceeding of the case is going on (Reference No. 23/2001). 
However, the parties have mutually agreed for an out of 
the Court settlement to resolve the issue as per the 
following terms:— 

Terms of Settlement 

1. That, Sri Ananta Bouri, P. No. 1504 will be 
upgraded to S-5- Grade as Mech. Fitter w. e. f 1 -7-2007 and 
the monetory benefit will accrue from the date of sigining 
the settlement. 


2, That, this settles the dispute in toto.- 

3. That, a copy of the settlement will be submitted 
before the Presiding Officer CGIT No.2, Dhanbad to pass 
the Settlement Award accordingly in Ref. No. 23/2001. 


Signature of Management 

Signature of Workman 

(C.M. Chacko) 

(Ananta Bouri) 

Witness:— 


1. N. L. Prasad, 
I.N.C.M.E.W.A. 



2 , 
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New Delhi, the 1 st November, 2007 

S.O. 3381,—In pursuance of Section 17 ot the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the ('entral 
Government liereby publishes the Award (Ref No 81 2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal'i.aht.u) 
Court, Dhanbad II now as shown in the Annexure in tlio 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Mining and Allied Machinery Co. Eld. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/22/2003-1R (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, DeskOflker 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT 

Shri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 

the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10( 1) 
(d) ofthe I. D. Act., 1947, 

Reference No, 81 of 2003 

Parties Employers in relation to tlie managemetn 
of Mining and Allied Machinery 
Corporation Ltd. Durgapur. 
APPEARANCES 

1 'll behalf of the workmen : Mr. S. N. Ghost i. 

Advocate 

On behalf ofthe employers ; None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Mining and 

Allied Machinciy 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

rhe Government of India, Ministry of i.aboui & 
Employment, in exercise of llie powers conferred on tliein 
under Section 10(1) (d) of the 1. D. Act., 1947 has refened 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. L-20012/22./2003- 1. R. (C-1) dated, ihe 
I9tli August.2003. 

SCHEDULE 

■‘Kya Messrs. Mining and Allied Machinery 
Coiporation Ltd. (M.A.M.C) ke Pravandhan dwara 
Shri Sohan Mahato evem Suchi Anusar ..inya 8 
casual labour jinka nam company ke inuslcr roil 
mein hai, ko sanstlian ke ewaz mein muavvza na 
diva Jana uchit evam nayya sangat hain ? yadt 
nahi to karmkar kin lavo ko pans kc hakdar 
hain 

2. In this reference only the workman side appeared 
before this Tribunal and filed Written Statement, 
documents etc. Management side failed to appear inspnc 
of issuance of notices. Thereafter the case proceeded 
along its course and subsquendy the case was ilxeJ for 
exparte evidence of the workman. On that very day the 
Ld. Advocate for the workmen appeared and tiled certitlod 
copy of order passed by the official Liquidator, Hon’ble 
! ligli Court Kolkata but the concerned w'orkmen failed to 


appear before the Tribunal although Regd. notice was 
issu'nl to them. 

Under the above facts and circumstances, as the 
e.ificeined workmen or their sponsoring union failed to 
appeal before this Lribunal inspite of issuance of Reg. 
Nonce, a No dispute’ Award is passed in this reference 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute 
between the parties. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

LIST OF WORKMEN 

1. fushar Kami Mishra. 

2. Subal Lohar. 

3. Mohitosh Mishra. 

4. Madan Prasad. 

5. Sohan Mahto. 

6 . Baijnath Mahato 

7. Nare.sh Prasad Pandev 

8 Shivdayal Mahato 

9 Dhiren Manzi 

2 2(K)7 
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New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2007 

S.O. 3382 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Indiibiriai Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(lovcrmnont hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 186/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Dhanbad 11 as sliown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between ttie management of BCCL and 
ihcir workman, which wa.s received by the employers in 
relation to the Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No L-20012,^203/99-lR(C-I)] 
SNfll 1...A1A JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUS! RIALTRIBUNALNo. L 
DHANBAD 

111 tlie matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1) (d) (2 A) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No, 186 of 1999. 

PAR I IE,S Employers in relation to the management 
of 20/21 Pits of Murlidih Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL 







24,2007/3TO?m3. 1929 9571 
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AND 

Their Woricmen. 

t*re»etit: 

Shn Satju t’rasad, t*residlng Officer 
Appearances 

For the Employers : Shri H. Nath, Advocate. 

For the Woirkmatl : Shri D. Mukherjee, 

Secretary, Bihar Colliery 
Kamgar Union. 

State: Jharkhand ; Industry: ("oal. 

Dated, the lOth April, 2006 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/203/99-1 R(C-I) dated 
17-11-99 the Central Government in the Ministry 
of Labour has, In exercise of the po wers conferred 
by clause (d) of sub-sec. (I) and sub-sec. (2 A) of 
Section 10 of die Indt^trial Disputes Act, 1947, 
refeiied the following dispute for adjudication to 
this Tribunal : 

9ft ^ 01 -7-97 ^ 

^ni, 'Si'+t 

1942 t, ^Pftfad f ? ^ ^ <h44»K W5T 

^ t ? 

2. The case of the concerned workman, 
S. S. Chattcsijee is that he had been working as permanent 
workman at 20/21 Pits Murlidih colliery since long. His 
date of birtli/age and other particulars have been recorded 
in Form ‘B’ Register of the management maintained under 
48 of the IVlines Act at the time of entry into service. 
According to him, his date of birth has been recorded as 
that of the year 1942. In CMPF record his date of birth 
has been recorded as 1942 and in the Identity Card 
issued to the concerned workmen the same date of birth 
has been recorded. According to him, he appeared in the 
Matriculation Examination and in the Tabulation Register 
of BSEB also the same date of birth has been recorded. 
Inspite of that the concerned workman has been 
superannuated w.e.f 1-7-1997 whereas he ought to have 
been allowed to be in employment till 1-7-2002. 

3. Tlie case of the management, on the other hand, 
is that in Form ‘B’’ Register of the company the age of 
the concerned workman has been recorded as 37 years 
as in the year 1974, which has been duly accepted by the 
concerned workman after putting his signature. The same 
age has been recorded in other statutory registers also. 
As per the decision taken by the Company that whenever 
age of the workman is mentioned in place of date of birth 
then it would be construed as 1st. JuK of that year. 
Thus, according to this decision the date of birth of the 
concerned wmkman is I-7-1937 and the management has 
rightly sup<;rannuated him on completion of 60 years of 
age. 

4. In order to prove the action of the management 
is properly justified they have produced Form ‘B’ Register 
from which it appears that the age of the concerned 


workman has been recorded as 37 year in 1974. This age 
has been recorded both in figure as well in letter. The 
concerned workman was Foreman Incharge and is literate 
one and has put his signature in Form ‘B’ Register in 
token of acceptance of recording of his age. The same 
date of birth has been subsequently recorded in 
MuruHdih 20/2! Pits Colliery and in this register also 
the concerned workman has put his signature. These 
are Exts. M-l and M-2. In Ext. M-3 which is computarised 
Form ‘B’ Register the same age has been recorded. The 
management has given him a notice Ext. M-4 mentioning 
that he is going to superannuate w.e.f. 1-7-1997. Besides 
that a service excerpt Ext. M-5 was served upon the 
concerned workman in that also there is mention of the 
same age. Thus, it is apparent that the plea of the 
concerned workman that his date of birth has been 
recorded that of 1942 in the statutory Form ‘B’ is nothing 
but baseless and false. 

5. The concerned workman has filed an Identity 
Card in order to prove that his year of birth has been 
recorded as ‘1942’ but this Identity Card appears to be 
soiled for giving a look of being old and in some places 
there is look of fresh also. It appears that in the Identity 
Card the year of birth has been manipulated. Besides that 
the concerned workman has filed some form to refer 
entitled patients to Central Hospital in which his 
approximate age has been mentioned, but those forms 
are not statutory form and in the matter of fact Form ‘B’ 
register is statutory register and the age of the concerned 
workman has been recorded which has been accepted by 
the concerned workman by putting his signature. Besides 
that he has filed a horoscope which is of no help to him 
in view of the recording of his age in Form ‘B’ Register. 
Further it appears that this dispute has been referred to 
on 17-11-99 i.e. after more than two years of his 
superannuation. Therefore, I find that this reference has 
been made after much delay and it is settled principle of 
law that objection regarding recording of date of birth 
must be taken at an earliest and any dispute raised at fag 
end of service for correction of age/date of birth cannot 
be entertained. Moreover, when there is recording of age 
in statutory Form ‘B’ Register which has been accepted 
by the concerned workman by putting his signature he 
cannot be allowed to dispute it after his retirement or at 
the fag end of retirement. Moreover, the concerned 
workman has claimed that he appeared in Matriculation 
Examination but he has not filed any Admit Card to 
prove his date of birth nor he has brought on record 
School Admission Register. Therefore, I find that the 
concerned workman has been rightly superannuated on 
attaining the age of 60 years by the management w.e.f 
1-7-1971 and the claim of the concerned workman is not 
at all justified. 

6, In the result, 1 render following award- 

The action of the management of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd., 
Western Jharia Area in superannuating S. S. Chatterjee 
w.e.f 1-7-1997 is justified and he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 
S.O. 3383.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaPLabour Court 
New Delhi-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Combata Aviation Private Limited, and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-11-2007. 

[No. L-11012/43/2005-lR (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRISANT SINGH BAL PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMEIST INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTNO. ITRIKUT-I 
NEW DELHI-110066 
I.D. No. 33/2005 
In the matter of dispute between : 

407, 

■4^^^-110045 

aRTR 

+I9«tlcii q,fqTi?R m %, 

33T^ 3tT^ 

■SflRT-ir, 

4^1^-110037 

Appearances: 

Workmen namely S/Shri Dinesh Singh Negi 
President, Anand Singh BishtGeneral Secretary, Chander 
Parkash Treasurer, Shiv Kumar Vice President, Combata 
Aviation Karamchari Union with Shri Deepak Sinha on 
behalf of the applieant/Combata Aviation Workers 
.Association. Shri A.K. Srivastava A/R for the management. 


AWARD 

I he Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-i 1012.43/2005-1.R.(C-l) dated 6-12-05 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

"Whether the demands of the Combata Aviation 

Karamchari Union from the management of Combata 

Aviation Pvt. L.td. that: 

(i) The workmen may be provided medical facility 
for self and family at par with other Airlines: and 

(ii) The staff may be provided canteen facility; are 
justi fed? If so, to what rel iefarc the workmen enritled'.^' ’ 

2. After receipt of reference and on completion of 
pleadings by both the parties claimant and managemenl, 
an application claiming interim relief was filed by the 
workmen. Case w'as fixed for disposal of the said application 
when both the parties today on 23-10-07 claimant and A/R 
for the management appeared and filed an application for 
passing an award stating therein that the matter in dispute 
has been settled between them amicably vide settlement 
EX.A-I arrived at between the parties and same be recorded. 
So their statement was recorded. Shri D.S.Negi President 
of the Karamchari Union for the claimant made statement 
that a settlement has been arrived at betw'een the parties 
amicably vide settlement Ex.A-1. similarly Shri Deepak Sinha 
A/R for the workmen association made statement that the 
matter has been settled and No Dispute Award be passed 
in view of their statement A No Dispute is passed in terms 
of settlement EX.A-1. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated 23-10-07 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE-1 

MEMORANDUM OF SETFLEMENT 

Between the Management of Cambata Aviation 
Private Limited, New Delhi represented by below 
mentioned/signed. 

AND 

The Cambata Aviation Karamchari Union (Regd ), 
New Delhi, hereinafter called the ‘"Union” represented by 
the below mentioned signed, ofllee bearers of the Union. 

Whereas, through the Settlement entered on 1st April. 
2003 and valid upto 3 ist March. 2006 certain benefits were 
agreed to be granted to the Blue Collar StafiXi.e, Teehniciatv 
Mechanic.Uieclrician.'Operator, Driver, Driver cum-Utilitv' 
Hand, Helper Assistant, Utility Hand-cum-Sweeper/ 
Watchman, Utility Hand and Utility Hand-cum Office Boy) 
and since then there has been no labour unrest/agitation 
wliatsoever of any kind relating to their wage revision. 

And w'hereas after the expiry of earlier Settlement 
effective ist April. 2003, and valid upto 31st March, 2006, 
the Union has approached the Management to review the 
existing monetary benefits of Blue Collar Stafft. The 
Management in wider interest of the Company and whilst 
taking into eonsideratioa the finaneia! constraints, has 
considered the Union’s request to review the existing pay 
structure of Blue Collar Staff 
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Accordingly, various issues were discussed at length 
in the: meeting held with the Union’s representatives on 
13th September, 2007, and the parties mentioned herein 
have agreed to the following benefits for the Blue Collar 
staff The increase will be applicable with effect from 
1st April, 2006 to staff who had been confirmed as on 
1 St April, 2006. 

(1) For redeeming and improving the financial 
earnings of Blue Collar staff, there shall be no 
change in their categorization based on their 
length of service which is in practice, as on date, 
Le.: 

(a) 1-5 years of service 

(b) 6-12 years of service 

(c) 13-20 years of service above 

(d) 20 years of service 

(2) There shall be increase in the Basic Salary and 
Allowances of the Blue Coll^ staff according to 
the length of the service mentioned above. The 
categorywise increase in the Basic salary and 
House Rent Allowance shall be given as per 
detailed in “Annexure A” (Page #4) to this 
settlement. 

(3) There shall be an increase in Leave Travel 
Assistance, Attendance Allowance, Meal 
Allowance, Tea/Coffee Allowance, Night Shift 
Allowance, Cleaning Allowance, Annual 
Attendance Bonus (Incentive) and Overtime 
Ceiling, as detailed in “Annexure B” (Page # 5) 

• to this settlement. 

(4) The existing practice of giving Shoe Allowance 
to Blue Collar staff shall be discontinued with 
effect from April, 2008 and instead, the 
Management shall provide them Safety Shoes 
as per the mandatory requirement of various 
airlines as also in the interest of their overall 
safety, 

(5) F)irdier, the Management agrees to give financial 
as sistance upto a maximum of Rs. 1500 per year 
to Blue Collar staff towards Mediclaim Policy 
effective 1st April, 2007, subject to verification 
of the policy in the staff’s name and upon 
submission of a true and correct copy of the 
policy to the Personnel Deptt. of the Company 
for record and reimbursement of the amount to 
th;e concerned employee. 

(6) Categorywise increase of Annual Increment shall 
remain unchanged. 

(7) Salaries etc. for all the Blue Collar staff will be 
deposited into their individual bank account at 
die Axis Bank Branch located at WZ-24 A, Palam 
C olony, New DePii - 110045 by the 7th day of 
every month. 


(8) Overtime shall be payable at 1% of the basic 
salary (including DA+VDA) or to a maximum of 
Rs. 90 per hour, whichever is applicable. 

(9) It is agreed that there shall be no change of 
service rules/service conditions that have 
already been in practice or amended e^lier to 
this Settlement except those as may become 
applicable on certification of the draft Standing 
Orders filed by the Management before the 
competent authority under the provisions of the 
Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 
1946 and the Rules fi’amed thereunder. 

(10) In consideration vs4iereof, the Union assures the 
Management and undertakes that henceforth 
the Blue Collar staff shall not jointly and/or 
severally claim any other benefit or raise any 
dispute relating to their service conditions 
whatsoever and shall also not raise any fresh 
demands having financial implications during 
the currency of this Settlement. The Union 
further agrees and assures that the above 
Settlement shall be applicable to Blue Collar staff 
and/or any individual Blue Collar staff who is 
presently in the employment ofthe Management 
as on the date of execution of this Settlement 
and also to any individual who may join 
hereinafter and further any outsider or any 
agency/body will not be allowed by the Blue 
Collar staff to claim the right to represent them 
and/or the right to challenge, seek, modify or 
amend any provision of this Settlement. 

(11) The Union further agrees that this Settlement 
will be in full and final Settlement of the Industrial 
Disputes raised by them pertaining to (1) Charter 
of Demands and (2) provision of staff canteen 
and medical facilities to the staff which are, at 
present, sub-judice for adjudication before 
Mr. S.S. Bal, Presiding Officer, Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal and Labour 
Court located at Trikut Bhawan, 111 Floor, Bhikaji 
Cama Place, RK. Puram, New Delhli-110022 vide 
I.D. No. 22/2006 andl.D. No. 33/2005. 

(12) The Union also agrees and undertakes that they 
shall file a copy of this Settlement in the above- 
mentioned Court requesting the Presiding 
Officer to pass in view of this settlement a ‘ ’No 
Dispute Award” in the above-mentioned cases. 

(13) This settlement shall be subject to approval and 
passing of no dispute award, by the Hon’ble 
Central Government Industrial Tribxmal and 
Labour Court, New Delhi, as mentioned above 
and shall be valid and applicable for a period of 
3 (three) years w.e.f. April 1,2006 to March 31, 
2009. It is further agreed that no revision in this 
three years’ Settlement will be made due to 
increase of business. 










9574 TflE GAZETTE OF IMDlA: NOVEMBER24,2007/AGRAHAYANA 3,1929 [Part 11 -Sec. 3(ii)] 


.VNNEXl’RE "A” 

cate(;orwise increase of basic salary and house rent allowance 


HLUC COLLAR ST'Ai'K i.e.Technician/Mechanic/f'iectrician/Operator, Driver. Driver cum Utility Hand, Helper Assistant, 
Utility Hand cum .Swecpcr/Watchman, Utility Hand. Utdily Hand cum OlTiec Boy 
LENOTH OF SERVICE 


1-5 YRS 6 - 12 YRS 13 -20 YRS Above 20 YRS 


Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-2008 Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-2008 Apr-2006 1/4,'2007 Apr-2008 Apr-20U6 
Mar-20U7Mar-20()8Mar-2009 Mar-2007.Mar-2008Mar-2009Mar-2007Mar-2008Mar-20U9 Mar-2007 

Apr-2007 

Mar-2008 

Apr-2008 

Mar-2009 

Ba-sic 

HRA 

-1020 +200 +200 H080 +210 +210 --1140 +220 +220 +1200 

+680 +140 +140 +720 +140 +140 +760 +150 +150 +800 

+230 

+ 160 

-230 

+ 160 


w 

e. 1'. 1st April, 2006 


annexure “ir* 

ANNUAI. INCREASES PAYABLE 


BLUE COLLAR S LAFF 



Existing 

GR lEGH 1 

Others 

Increase 

Total 

GR ll/GR 1 

Others 

Mea! Altowanee (Per Month) 

350/- 

635./- 

r|25/- 

475/- 

760/'- 

r ca'ColTce Allowance (Per Month) 

200/- 

200/- 

+50/- 

250/- 

250/- 

Attendance Allowance(incentive){Per 

Month) 350/- 

■ 500.'- 

+ 50./- 

4 OO./- 

550/- 

Night Shi It Allowance (Per Night) 

10/- 

10/- 

■f 5/" 

15/- 

! 5/- 

Overtime Ceiling {Per Hour) 

80/- 

80/- 

-1(1./- 

00/- 

90/- 

(/leaning AlUnvance (Per Day) 

20/- 

20/- 

+5/- 

25/- ■ 

25/- 

Leave Travel Assistance (Per Year) 

2500/- 

2500./- 

+ 500.'- 

3000/- 

3(1(10/- 

Annual Attendance Bonus (Incentive) 

2000/- 

2000/- 

-1000/- 

3000/- 

301)0/- 


w.e.L April 1 , 2006 


Note - Attendance Allowance is an incentive wliich iS admissible upon continuous presence and limcly reporting on duty alioeated besides 
the existing praetice/condition. 

Fins Memorandum of Settlement is made and signed on this 4lh day October 2007. 


For and on beltalf of the For and on behalf of the 

Cambata Aviation Karmchari Union (Regd.) Management 


T 


4 


3. 

4. 


6 , 


8 . . «. ■ 

9 . ‘J. .. 

10 . 10 -- 

11 . M-. 

12 
13 


12 
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W.3?T. 3384.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 31^^ ^‘, 4>^4r2r 

t^., ^ ^ ^ffsra: 

22/2006 ) ^ t, # 

^ 2~1 I - 2007 ^TfTRl f3TT mi 

[R. TT^-l 1012/3/2004-34 3lRC^fT^rr-l)] 
■?% ^ ^7^ 3rftj^ 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 
S.O. 3384.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
G)vemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 22/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
LiibourCourt New Delhi -1 now as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Combata Aviation Private Limited, 
and their worlanan, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-11-2007. 

[No. L-11012/3/2004-IR(CM-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEmRE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
Tl^IBUNAL Na I, NEW DELHI 
I.D. No. 22/2006 
In the matter of dispute between : 

The General Secretary, 

Comb ata Aviation Karamchari Union, 

H.No. 107, Main Road, 

Baghdoia Village, 

New Delhi -110045. Workman 

Versus 

The Director, 

Combata Aviation Pvt. Ltd., 

IGI Airport Terminal -11, 

Line Maintenance Block - A, 

New Delhi -110037, Management 

/APPEARANCES 

Workmen namely S/Shri Dinesh Singh 
Negi President, Anand Singh Bisht, 

General Secretary, 

(^hander Parkash Treasurer, 

Shiv Kumar ^^ice President, 

Combata Aviation Karamchari Union with 
Shri Deepak Sinha on behalf of the applicant/ 

Combata Aviation Workers Association. 

Shri /'V.K.Srivastava A/R for the management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
. K'.: its Order No, L-11012/3/2004-l.R,(CM-l) dated 20-6-06 


has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the demands of the Combata Aviation 
Karamchari Union, relating to increase in pay-scale, 
Dearness Allowances, House rent Allowances, City 
Compensatory Allowances, Medical Facilities, Leave 
Travel Concession, Education Allowance, Canteen 
Facilities & P.L.I. benefits at par with the employees 
of the Air India and to increase in night allowasnces 
and cleaning allowances from Rs. 10 to Rs. 50 per 
night/day to provide rest room and lockers in the 
premises, to introduce ad hoc increment to 20% per 
worker and to pay special increment to senior workers 
are just, fair and legal? If yes, to what relilef are the 
, workman entitled and from what date?” 

2. After receipt of reference on completion of 
pleadings by both the parties claimant and management an 
application claiming interim relief was filed by the workmen. 
Case was fixed for disposal of the said application. Both 
the parties today on 23-10-07 claimant and A/R for the 
management appeared and filed an application stating 
therein that the matter has been settled between them 
amicably vide settlement Ex. A-l. The same be recorded and 
no dispute award be passed. Shri D.S.Negi President of the 
Karamchari Union for the claimant made statement that 
the matter has been settled amicably vide settlement Ex.A- 
1. and similarly Shri Deepak Sinha A/R for the workmen 
association made statement that the matter has been settled 
and No Dispute Award be passed. In view of their 
statement A No Dispute Award -has been passed in terms 
of settlement Ex. A-l. File be consigned to record room. 
Dated 23-10-2007 SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

Memorandum of settlement 

Between the Management of Cambata Aviation 
Private Limited, New Delhi represented by below mentioned 
signed. 

AND 

The Cambata Aviation Karamchari Union (Regd.), 
New Delhi, hereinafter called the “Union” represented by 
the below mentioned/signed, office bearers of the Union. 

Whereas, through the Settlement entered on 1st 
April, 2003 and valid upto 31 st March, 2006 certain benefits 
were agreed to be granted to the Blue Collar staff (i.e. 
Technician/Mechanic/Electrician/Operator, Driver. Driver 
cum Utility Hand, Helper Assistant, Utility Hand cum 
Sweeper/Watchman, Utility Hand and Utility Hand cum 
Office Boy) and since then there has been no labour unrest 
agitation whatsoever of any kind relating to their wage 
revision. 

And whereas after the expiry of earlier Settlement 
effective 1 st April, 2003, and valid upto 31 st March 2006, 
the Union has approached the Management to review the 
existing monetary benefits of Blue Collar stafft. The 
Management in wider interest of the Company and whilst 
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taking into consideration the financial constraints, has 
considered the Union’s request to review the existing 
structure of Blue Collar staff. 

Accordingly, various issues were discussed at length 
in the meeting held with the Union’s representatives on 
13th September 2007, and the parties mentioned herein have 
agreed to the following benefits for the Blue Collar staff. 
The increase will be applicable with effect from I st April, 
2006 to staff who had been confirmed as on I st April, 2006. 

(1) For redeeming and improving the financial 
earnings of Blue Collar staff, there shall be nO 
change in their categorization based on their 
length of service which is in practice, as on date, 
i.e.: 

(a) 1-5 years of service 

(b) 6-12 years of service 

(c) 13 - 20 years of service 

(d) Above 20 years of service 

(2) There shall be increase in the Basic Salary and 
Allowances of the Blue Collar staff according to 
the length of the service mentioned above. The 
categorywise increase in the Basic salary and 
House Rent Allowance shall be given as per 
detailed in “Annexure A” (Page #4) to this 
settlement, 

(3) There shall be an increase in Leave Travel 
Assistance, Attendance Allowance, Meal 
Allowance, Tea/Coffee Allowance, Night Shift 
Allowance, Cleaning Allowance, Annual 
Attendance Bonus (Incentive) and Overtime 
Ceiling, as detailed in “Annexure B” (Page # 5) 
to this settlement. 

(4) The existing practice of giving Shoe Allowance 
to Blue Collar staff shall be discontinued with 
effect from April, 2008 and instead, the 
Management shall provide them Safety Shoes 
as per the mandatory requirement of various 
airlines as also in the interest of their overall 
safety. 

(5) Further, the Management agrees to give financial 
assistance upto a maximum of Rs. 1500/- per year 
to Blue Collar staff towards Mediclaim Policy 
effective 1st April 2007, subject to verification 
of the policy in the staff’s name and upon 
submission of a true and correct copy of the 
policy to the Personnel Dept, of the Company 
for record and reimbursement of the amount to 
the concerned employee. 

(6) Categorywise increase of Annual Increment si^ll 
remain unchanged. 

(7) Salaries etc. for all the Blue Collar staff will be 

deposited into their individual bank account at 
the Axis Bank Branch located at WZ-24 A, Palam 
Colony, New Delhi - 110045 by the 7ti|day of 
eve ry mon th, : 


[Part 11— 


(8) Overtime shall be payable at 1% of the basic 
salary (including DA+VDA) or to a ma.\iiniim of 
Rs. 90/- per hour, whichever is applicable. 

(9) It is agreed that there shall be tio change of 
service fules/service conditions that have 
already been in practice or amended earliei lo 
this Settlement except those as may become 
applicable on certification of the draft Standing 
Orders filed by the Management before the 
competent authority under the. provisions of 
the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) 
Act, 1946 and the Rules framed thereunder. 

(10) In consideration whereof, the Union assures the 
Management and undertakes that henceforth 
the Blue Collar staff shall not jointly and/or 
severally claim any other benefit or raise any 
dispute relating to their service conditions 
whatsoever and shall also not raise any fresh 
demands having financial implications during 
the currency of this Settlement. The Union 
further agrees and assures that the above 
Settlement shall be applicable to Blue Collar staff 
and/or any individual Blue Collar staff who is 
presently in the employment of the Management 
as on the date of execution of this Settlement 
and also to any individual who may join 
hereinafter and further any outsider or any 
agency/body will not be allowed by the Blue 
Collar staff to claim the right to represent them 
and/or the right to challenge, seek, modify or 
amend any provision of this Settlement. 

(11) The Union further agrees that thi.s Settlement 
will be in full and final Settlement of the Industrial 
Disputes raised by them pertaining to (1) Charter 
of Demands and (2) provision of staff canteen 
and medical facilities to the staff which are, at 
present, sub-judice for adjudication before 
Mr. S. S. Bal, ..Presiding Officer, Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal and Labour 
Court located at Trikut Bhawan, lllrd Floor, 
BhtkajiCama Place, R.K.Puram, New Delhi 110022 
vide I.D. No. 22/2006 and I.D. No. 33/2005. 

(12) The Union also agrees and undertakes that they 
shall file a copy of ihis Settlement in the above- 
mentioned Court requesting the Presiding 
Officer to pass in view of this settlement a ‘ ’No 
Dispute Award” in the above-mentioned cases. 

(13) This settlement shall be subject to approval and 
passing of no dispute award, by the Hon’ble 
Central Government industrial Tribunal and 
Labour Court, New Delhi, as mentioned above 
and shall be valid and applicable for a period of 
3 (three) years w.e.f April 1,2006 to March 3 1, 
2009. It is further agreed that no revision in this 
three years’ Settlement will be made due to 
increase of business. 
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ANNEXURE “A** 

(:ategorywise increase of basic salary and hquse rent allowance 


BLUE COLLAR STAFF l.e.Technician/Mechanic/Electrician/Operator, Driver, Driver cum Utility Hand, Helper Assistant, 
Utility Hand cum Sweeper/Watehman, Utility Hand, Utility Hand eum Offloe Bo]f 
LENGTH OF SERVICE 



1-5 YRS 6 -12 YHS 

13-20 YRS 

Above 20 YRS 



Apr-200^ Apr-20Q7 Apr-4PP8 Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-200* Apr-2006 1 /4/200T Apr-2008 Apr-2006 
Mar-2Q07Mar-2008Mar-2009Mar-20Q7Mar-2008MBr-2009Mar-2007Mar-200*Mar-2009Mar-2007 

Apr-2007 

Mar-2 00 8 

Apr-2008 

Mar-2009 

Bj 


+1080 +210 +210 +1140 +220 

+720. +140 +140 +760 +150 



+230 

+ 160 

w. e. f. Isl April, 2006 

SLUE COLLAR STAFF 

ANNEXURE 

annual INCREASES PAYABLE 






Existing 

GRIl/OR I 

Others 

Increase 

Total 

OR Il/GR I Others 

Meal Allowance (Per Month) 

350/- 

635/. 

+125/- 

475/.- 

760/- 

Tea/CofTet: Allowance (Per Month) 

200/- 

200/. 

+50/- 

250/- 

250/- 

Attendance Allowance (incentive)(Per Month) 350/- 

500/- 

+50/- 

400/- 

550/- 

Night Shift Allowance (Per Night) 

10/- 

10/. 

+5/- 

15/- 

15/- 

(Overtime I'eiling (Per Hour) 

80/- 

80/. 

+ 10/- 

90/- 

90/- 

("leaning Allowance (Per Day) 

20/- 

20/- 

+5/- 

25/- 

25/- 

Leave Travel Assisiiance (Per Year) 

2500/- 

2500/- 

+500/- 

3000/- 

3000/. 

Annual Attendance Bonus (incentive) 

2000/- 

2000/- 

+ 1000/- 

3000/- 

3000/- 

w.e.f. April 1, 2006 


Note :— Attendance Allowance is an incenllve v^ich is admissible upon eontinous presence and timely reporting on duty allocated besides 
the existing practice/condition. 

Ii'his Memorandum of Settlement is made and signed on this 4th day I October 2007. 


Far and on beltalf of the For and on behalf of the 

CamitMita Aviation Karmcbari Union (Regd.) Management 


1 
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6 H4WJ. 2007 

gTT.STT. 3385,—1947 (1947 

14 ) ^ ^ 

RntR, ^ ■Jra'RclR ^ TTR-.T fT’TTSRR 3m 

Rmm -m-TTrlmK snymraT/ssfR m (#^'4 

43/2007) mi ycEifvM m^n t, ^ 

mrnp' mr 6- 11 2007 mr mm ^^3 tt mi 

[m TrT3-290l 1.9/2007 :-0;; >m(R33.)] 

m. m RTA, R-m irA-rmrfr 


New Dcliii. tlie 6th New ember. 2007 

S.O. 3385.- - !n pursLiance oi' Section 17 ol'tlie 
Inclusirial Disputes \ct. 1947 (14 of !9I7). the Cenlral 
Government herebs j’>uhiishes the Avwird ( Rei'. No. I.D.43' 
2007 1 oi'the C'eiutai (loeeniinent Incki.stri;)!'] nhunat; Labour 
Goun ('lienntu [U)'.\ as siiown in the .Anne.xiire in the 
iiKliistrusl dispute bei\'-een the enipho Ci S tn rejaiion to the 
mantpaemeni of'SankarC'heiTactii lame. 1 irus'ielveli and their 
workuiau, v, Id p, was recciv.'d b\ theCeiUrai Governnient 
on 0^-1 0-200 ■ 


No, i, -2901 1 ■6 ::o07-lR(M}l 
N S. BDR A, lAwkOrncer 


ANNLXIRL 

Hi'.FORi: i111: CPNTRAI. (;ovr.RN:Vii:N 1' 
IMH SI RlAl.TRiBliNAlX UfVM AliOl RCOLIRT 
CULNNAI 

Vv eLinesdas, Ihe 29ih .August. 2007 

PKESr.NT: 

K. lAVARAMAN, Prevklin^Otficer 
IM)l .S'l'KIAl. DKSPIPTl'. No. 43 2007 


I In the matter ol'the duspute for ad judication undet 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and .sub-scelion 2(A) of 
Sccnoj! iO 0 !'the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Sankar Chemical Lime. 
Tirunelveii and their workmen! 

BETWEEN 


Tlie General Secrctare 
(.oment & QuaiTv Workers Union 
173 ’ . Madurai Road, 

Sank rNagarPost'627357 

Vs. 

1 he Partite t 

Sank.ti'tnemiea! Lime 
Firti! ewi/ii 

appearance : 

None 


rot me Peiiii-iiier 
i iu the- Maiiaucmenl 


1 Party/ 

Peminner 

Union 


!! Party 
Respondent 


Sri S, .I'.waraman. .Adcoeate 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-29011/6/2007 [IR(M)] dated 16-7-2007 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

fhe schedule mentioned in that order is : 

''Whether the allegations of Cement & Quarry 
Workers Union on the transfer of Mines Workmen 
to factory against the provisions of Standing Orders 
of Sankar Chemical Lime is legal and justified. If not, 
to what relief is the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 43>20()7 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered through their representative and 
a 1 1 \ ■ 0 c a t c s 1 • c s p c c I i v e 1 y. 

3. On behaifofthe petitioner union, the Secretary'of 
ihe petitioner union Hied a memo stating the issue involved 
in this matter is ve hether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in passing orders against the provisions of 
standing orders by transferring lire mines workmen to the 
i'aciory is Justilled or not? After raising the dispute, the 
concerned workmen have gone out of the service and 
iherefore there is no necessity to proceed with the dispute 
iin.i as such the petitioner union- prays that this dispute 
max be disposed off on (lie ground as withdrawn. The 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Management has also 
stated that since the petitioner union has stated that the 
matter may be disposed of as vvithdrawn, there is no 
neces.sity to proceed with the trial. 

4. Under such circumstances, the point of 
•determination is : 

(i) To w hat relief the workmen concerned are 
entitled to 

5. This dispute was raised by the peiitioaer union on 
the ground the Respundenl/Management has transferred 
some of the mines workmen to the factory against the 
provisions of the standing orders and therefore, it is not 
legal and justified. But subsequently, the petitioner union 
filed a memo stating that the workmen have gone out of the 
service and therefore there is no necessity to proceed with 
the enquiry in the circumstances and petitioner union also 
prays that the matter may be disposed as not pressed. The 
Respondent Management also has 'not objected the same 
and therefore, 1 find this dispute is to be dismissed as the 
petitioner union has no interest to proceed with the enquirx'. 
Therefore, this dispute is dismissed as withdrawn and 
without any cost. 

6. 'fhus. the reference i.s answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to (ho P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
Cktrrected and pronounced b\ me in the open court on this 
day the 29th August, 2007) 

K. JAVA RAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

Forthe I Party/Petitioner None 

For the II Party/Management : None 

Doc uments Marked:— 

From the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 

From the M anagement side: 

Ex. I'Jo. Date Description 

Nil 

6 2007 

^.3Tr, 3386.—1947 (1947 
^ A) ^ 17 ^ 

3T8Tt1^ ^ ^ ^ 

■3^ 3T3^‘t^ sflfMiTifi it 
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[^. 11012/2/2007-31^ 31R( t^.) ] 

V^. 1 ^??. 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 . 

S.O. 3386.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D. 41/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chenjiai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers In relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India, Salem and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 6-11-2007. 

[No. L-11012/2/2007-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORAj Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

V^ednesday, the 19th Sept, 2007 
PRESENT: 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding OfTieer 
INDUSTRIAL DESPUTE No. 41/2007 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Airport Authority of India 
and their workman] 

BETWEEN 

Sri S, A. Palanisamy I Party/ 

S/o Sn Ammajfi Gounder Petitioner 

Pudukadai, Chakarai Chettipatti P.O, 

Omalur Taluk, 

Salem 


Vs. 

The Airport Officer, II Party/ 

Airport Authority of India Ltd., Respondent 

Salem Airport, Kamalapurmn Post, 

Omalur Taluk, 

Salem Distt. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner ; Sri P. K. Parameswaran 
For the Management None 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-11012/2/2007/IR(M) dated 9-7-2007 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of Aiiport 

Authority of India in not regularizing the services of 

Sri S. A. Palanisamy is legal and justified. If not, to 

what relief is the workman entitled for?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 41/2007 and issued notices to both 
sides. After that the petitioner entered through his 
Advocate and filed claim statement and on the other hand, 
the Respondent has not appeared either personally or 
through their representative even after two notices and he 
was set exparte. 

3. The allegation in the claim statement/memo of 
objection are briefly as follows; 

The petitioner was appointed as watch and ward by 
one, New Everest Security Services in the year 1994 and 
the work was allotted by the Respondent/Management. 
But the petitioner signed in the attendance register 
maintained by the Respondent and also getting the salary 
from the Respondent/Management. The petitioner and 9 
others thus employed by the contractor were under the 
impression that the contract would be renewed every year 
but to their surprise the contract of the contractor which 
was expired in the year 1998 was not renewed. The 
petitioners fearing of their termination have filed a Writ 
Petition before the Hon’ble High Court which was numbered 
as WP No. 2719, 3407 of 1998 and in that Hon’ble High 
Court directed the Respondent that they should provide 
work to the petitioner and other 9 persons and also further 
directed that they should be regularized in the services. 
After that the Respomdent/M^nagement has called the 
petitioner and other workers and report for duty on contract 
basis by its Order No. AAI/NAD/SM/EB. 15/331 dated 
21/22-9' 1998. The work allotted to the petitioner and others 
is not only watch and ward but also the preliminary nature 
of work and the work is perennial in nature which is very 
essential and without which at the Airport Operation of 
landing and, taking of flights cannot be possible. While 
so, on 18-3-2005, the petitioner was not permitted to enter 
into the Airport and not even permitted to meet the Airport 
Officer. The petitioner was not given any notice by oral or 
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written before such termination of his services and the 
Respondent has also employed certain other workers for 
doing the same work in the Airport. This action of the 
Respondent is illegal, nonest in law. They have also issued 
a letter to the petitioner to vacate the quarters immediately. 
The petitioner learnt that the Respondent/Management 
had preferred an appeal against the orders of the Writ 
Petition and it had obtained an order in their favour by 
concealing the real facts. Now the action of the Respondent 
in terminating the services of the petitioner is illegal and 
against the mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. Therefore, the petitioner prays this Tribunal to reinstate 
him in service with back-wages from the date of termination 
viz. 18.03.2005 and to regularize the services of the petitioner 
in the Respondent/Management and also for consequential 
benefits. 

4. As already pointed out, the Respondent has not 
appeared before this Tribunal even after 2 notices, 
therefore, the Respondent was set ex-parte and an award is 
passed by this Tribunal with the memo of objection filed 
by the petitioner. 

Points for determination are 

(i) Whether the action of the management of 
Airport Authority of India in not regularizing 
the service of Sri S.A. Palanisainy is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief is the workman entitled to? 

Point No. 1 

5. The petitioner alleged that he was appointed as 
watch and ward by New Security Services, a contractor 
under the Respondent/Management during the year 1994 
and he further alleged that he and 9 others were appointed 
as sUch in the first Respondent/Management though he 
entered into contract with the said contractor, it is only the 
Respondent has paid the salary and the Respondent 
Officers, have given instructions to do the work. During 
the year 1998, when the petitioner came to know that the 
contfact was not extended to the New Everest Security 
Services, and fearing of termination he and other 9 workers 
have filed a Writ Petition before the Hon'bie High Court in 
WP No. 2719,3407 of 1998 for regularizing their services in 
the Respondent/Management. In that WP, the Hon'bie 
High Court has directed the Respondent/Management to 
absorb the petitioner and 9 others in the employment of 
the Respondent/Management and in view of the order 
passed by the Hon’bie High Court, the Respondent/ 
Management called the petitioner and other workers to 
report for duty vide its Order No. Airport Authority of 
lndiji/NAD/SM/EB.I5/32 dated 21/22-9-1998. it is his 
further contention that he and other workers joined the 
duty and they have worked as per the instructions of the 
Officers of the Respondent/Management but they have 
not been confirmed by the Respondent/Management. It . 
is he contention that even though he was appointed as 
watch and ward, the work done by the. petitioner and others 
are perennial in nature and they are very essential and 
without of which, the Airport Operation of landing and 
taking of flights would not be possible. It is his further 


contention that while so on 18-3-2005, the Respondent/ 
Management without any notice or notice of termination, 
has not permitted the petitioner and others to enter into 
the premises. Thus the Respondent/Management has 
terminated the services of the petitioner and others. The 
action of the Respondent/Management in terminating the 
services of the petitioner and others is illegal and void 
abinitio. The Respondent/Management has not followed 
the mandatory provisions of the Section 25(F) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Hence they have raised a dispute 
before the labour authorities and on its failure of 
conciliation, the matter was referred to this Tribunal. 

6 . The learned counsel of the petitioner contended the 
action of the Respondent/Management for terminating tlw 
services of the petitioner is illegal and against the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. Even before this Tribunal, the 
Respondent has not appeared before this Tribunal to deny 
the allegations of the petitioner and as such an award is to be 
passed against the Respondent/Management. I find much 
force in the contentions of the learned counsel of the petitioner. 
Further, the petitioner has filed a copy of the order dated 
21/22-9-98 issued by the Respondent/Management asking 
the petitioner to report for duty. He has also filed the copy of 
the order of the Writ Petition Nos. 2719 and 3407 to 3413 of 
1998 dated 19-6-1998 wherein the petitioner and othere have 
filed a Writ Petition against the Respondent/Management. 
Since the Respondent has not appeared before this Court and 
not filed any objection against the allegations of the petitioner 
and remained ex-parte. 1 find the contention of the petitioner is 
to be believed. As such I find this point in favour of the 
petitioner. 

Point No. 2 


in view of my foregoing findings, 1 find the petitioner 
is entitled to reinstatement in, service. Further the 
Respondent is directed to regularize the petitioner in the 
service of the Respondent/Management. The petitioner is 
also entitled to consequential benefits. 

8 . Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 19th September, 2007) 


K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined;— 

For the I Party/Petitioner None 

For the II Party/Management None 

Documents Marked;— 

From the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 


From the Management side: 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 
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New Delhi, the 6th Nwember, 2007 

S.O. 3387,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die Award (Ref. No. I D. 42/ 
2007) of the Centnd Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Cheimai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, v4iich was received by die Central Government 
on06-i 1-2007. 

[No. H 1012/7/2007-lR(M)} 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEKffiOE IfiE CEN11UL 
IN DUSnU AL TRSBUNALCUM-LABOUR COUBi; 
CHENNAI 

>Vcdnesday, the 19th September, 2007 
PRESENT: 


K.. JAYAIIAMAN, Presiding OfRcer 


Industrial Oespute No. 42/2007 


{In die matter of the dispute for adjudication under . 
clause (d) of sid>-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of die Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between di<; Management of Airport Authority of India 
imd their workmen] 

BEnrwii3^ 

Sri R. Ravi, I Party/ 

S/o 'Sri Ramian, Petitioner 

Masilapalayam P.O. 

Madayankuttai Via Muttur 
Salem-636452 

Vs. 


The Airport Officer, II Party/ 

Airptort Authority of India Ltd., Respondent 

Salem Airport, Kamalapuram Post, 

Onuilur Tahiik, 

Salem Distt. 


APPEARANCE; 

For the Petitioner Sri P. K. Phramcswaran 

For the Management None 

The Central Government, Minisfty of Labour v/rfe its 
Order No. L-11012/7/2007-IR(M) dated 9-7-2007 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order Is : 

“Whether the action of the management of Airport 

Authority of India in not regularizing the services of 

Sri R, Ravi is legal and justified. If not, to what relief 

is the workman entitled for?” 

2, After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 42/2007 and issued notices 
to both sides. After that the jtetitioner entered through his 
Advocate and filed claim statement and on the other hand, 
the Respondent has not appeared either personally or 
through dieir representative even after two notices and he 
was set exparte. 

3. The allegations in the claim statement/memo of 
objection are briefly as follows: 

The petitioner was appointed as watch and ward by 
one, New Everest Security Services in the year 1994 and 
the work was allofted by the Respondent/Management. 
But the petitioner signed in the attendance register 
maintained by the Respondent and also getting the salary 
from the Respondent/Management. The petitioner and 
9 others thus employed by the contractor were under the 
impression that the contract would be renewed every year 
but to their surprise the Contract of the contractor which 
was expired in the year 1998 was not rehewed. The 
petitioners fearing of their termination have filed a Writ 
Petition before the Hon’ble High Court which was numberd 
as WP No. 2719, 3407 of 1998 and in that Hon’ble High 
Court directed the Respondent that they should provide 
wchIc to the petitioner smd other 9 persons and also further 
directed that they should be regularized in the services. 
After that the Respondent/Management has called the 
petitioner and other workers and report for duty on contract 
basis by its Order no. AAI/NAD/SM/EB. 15/329 dated 
21/22-9-1998. The work allotted to the petitioner and others 
is not only watch and ward but also the preliminary nature 
of work and the work is perennial in nature which is very 
essential and without which at the Airport Operation of 
landing and taking of flights oannot be possible. While so, 
on 18-3-2005, the petitioner was not permitted to enter into 
the Airport and not even permitted to meet the Airport 
Officer. The petitioner was not given any notice by oral or 
written before such termination of his services and the 
Respondent has also employed certain other workers for 
doing the same work in the Airport. This action of the 
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Respondent is illegal, honest in law. They have also issued a 
letter to the petitioner to vacate the quarters immediately. The 
petitioner learnt that the Respondent/Management had 
preferred an appeal against the orders of the Writ Petition and 
it had obtained an order in their favour by concealing the real 
facts. Now the action of the Respondent in terminating the 
services of tjie petitioner is illegal and against the mandatory 
provisions pf the Industrial Disputes Act. Therefore, the 
petitioner prays this Tribunal to reinstate him in service with 
back-wages: from the date of termination viz. 18-03-2005 and 
to regularise the services of the petitioner in the Respondent/ 
Management and also for consequential benefits. 

4. As already pointed out, the Respondent has not 
appeared before this Tribunal even after 2 notices, 
therefore, the Respondent was set ex-parte and an award is 
passed by this Tribunal with the memo of objection filed 
by the petitioner. 

Points for determination are: 

(i) Whether the action of the management 
Authority of India in not regularizing the Service 
Sri R. Ravi is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what rel ief is th e workman ent itled to? 

Point No. 1 

5. The petitioner alleged that he was appointed as 
watch and ward by New Security Services, a contractor 
under the Respondent/Management during the year 1994 
and he further alleged that he and 9 others were appointed 
as such in the first Respondent/Management though he 
entered into contract with the said contractor, it is only the 
Respondent has said the salary and the Respondent 
Officers have given instructions to do the work. During 
the year 1998, when the petitioner came to know that the 
contact was not extended to the New Everest Security 
Services and fearing of termination he and other 9 workers 
have filed a Writ Petition before the Hon’ble High Court in 
WPNo. 2719,3407 of 1998 for regularizing their services in 
the Respondent/Management. In that WP, the Hon’ble 
High Court has directed the Respondent/Management to 
absorb the petitioner and 9 others in the employment of 
the Respondent/Management and in view of the order 
passed by the Hon’ble High Court, the Respondent/ 
Management called the petitioner and other workers to 
report for duty vide its Order No, Airport Authority of 
IndiaT^AD/SM/EB. 15/32 dated 21/22-9-1998. It is his fiirther 
contention that he and other workers joined the duty and 
they have worked as per the instructions of the Officers of 
the Respondent/Management but they have not been 
confirmed by the Respondent/Management. It is his 
contention that even though he was appointed as watch 
and ward, the work done by the petitioner and others are 
perennial in nature and they are very essential and without 
of which the Airport Operation of landing and taking of 
flights would not be possible. It is his further contention 


that while so on 18-3-2005, the Respondent/Management 
without any notice or notice of termination has not 
permitted the petitioner and others to enter into the 
premises. Thus the Respondent/Management has 
terminated the services of the petitioner and others. The 
action of the Respondent/Management in terminating the 
services of the petitioner and others is illegal and void 
abinitio. The Respondent/Management has not followed 
the mandatory provisions of the Section 25(F) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Hence they have raised a dispute 
before the labour authorities, and on its failure of 
conciliation, the matter was referred to this Tribunal. 

6. The learned counsel of the petitioner contended 
the action of the Respondent/Management for terminating 
the services of the petitioner is illegal and against the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. Even before this 
Tribunal, the Respondent has not appeared before this 
Tribunal to deny the allegations of the petitioner and as 
such an award is to be passed against the Respondent/ 
Management. I find much force in the contentions of the 
learned counsel of the petitioner. Further, the petitioner has 
filed a copy of the order dated 21/22-9-98 Issued by the 
Respondent/Management asking the petitioner to report for 
duty. He has also filed the copy of the^order of the Writ 
PetitionNos. 2719 and 3407 to 3413 of 1998 dated 19-6-1998 
wherein the petitioner and others have filed a Writ Petition 
against the Respondent/Management. Since the Respondent 
has not appeared before this Court and not filed any 
objection against the allegation of the petitioner and remained 
ex-parte, I find the contention of the petitioner is to be 
believed. As such I find this point in favour of the petitioner. 

Point No. 2 

In view of my foregoing findings, 1 find the petitioner 
is entitled to reinstatement in service. Further the 
Respondent is directed to regularize the petitioner in the 
service of the Respondent/Management. The petitioner is 
also entitled to consequential benefits. 

8 Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 19th September, 2007. 

K. J AVAR A MAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined:— 

For the I Party/Petitioner 

: None 

For the II Party/Management 
Documents Marked;— 

None 

From the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Nil 


From the Management side: 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Nil 
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